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I.  GIRi§: 

Bu  makalenin  amaci  -positivist,  ampirist, 
deneyci  ve  dogrulamaci-  bilim  adamligimn  bir 
6megi  olarak  taklit  edilmesi  istenen  Newton'la 
ilgili  klasik  goru§u  ele^tirerek,  daha  dogru  bir 
Newton  imajini  ortaya  koymaktir.  Buytik  positi¬ 
vist,  fizikgi  ve  positivist  fizigin  kurucusu  olan 
Newton,  her  ttirlu  dini  unsurdan,  gizemli  unsur- 
lardan  (occult  qualities),  vahiyden  ve  Uluhiyet- 
ten  soyutiannn§tir.  I§te  Bati  Universitelerinde 
egitim  g6ren  nesillere  Ernst  Mach  tarafindan 
takdim  edilen  Newtonun  klasik  imaji  buydu. 
Viyana  gevresi  otoritelerinden  fizikgi  Mach 'in  ve 
19.  yuzyilin  bitiminde  fizigin  tarihiyle  ilgili 
me§hur  kitabinm  takdim  ettigi  Newton  un  posi¬ 
tivist  imaji1.  Bununla  beraber,  son  zamanlarda 
Newton’la  ilgili  yapilan  ele§tirel  ara^tirmalann 
i§iginda  bir  bilim  adami  olarak  Newton  ve  bilim 
anlayi§imn,  Mach  ve  taraftarlarmm  inanmami- 
zi  istediklerinden  gok  daha  farkli  oldugu  ortaya 
gikmi§tir.  B6ylece  Newton  un  bilimini  dini 
baglamda  yeniden  ortaya  koymak,  yeniden  yo- 
rumlamak  ve  yeniden  bigimlendirmek  zorun- 
dayiz2.  Bilim  tarihi,  felsefe  ve  dini  ara§tirmalar 
alamnda  bu  konu  §u  ana  kadar  neredeyse  ta- 
mamen  gdrmezlikten  gelinmi§tir.  Newton'la  il¬ 
gili  ara§tirmalardaki  bu  yeni  geli§melerin 
sonuglan  aym  zamanda  Bati'daki  bilimsel  dev- 
rimin  anlami  ve  yorumunu  da  etkileyecektir. 
Newton'cu  bilimin  iginde  §ekillendigi  dini 
baglamm  ttnemini  yeniden  ele  alan  gali§ma- 
lann  6mekleri  olarak  EA  Burtt3  ve  Hans  Blum- 

^Kr?.  Ernst  Mach,  The  Science  of  Mechanics.  (Chicago  Univer¬ 
sity  Press, 4th  ed.,1919). 

2  Daha  geni$  bilgi  i^in  bkz.  Frank  Manuel,  The  Religion  of  Isaac 
Newtori.  (Oxford  University  Press,  1974). 

3Kr$.  E.  A.  Burtt,  The  Metaphysical  Foundations  of  Modern 
Science.  (New  York:  Anchor  pb..  Doubleday,  1955). 
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I.  PROLOGUE: 

The  purpose  of  the  following  essay  is  to 
rectify  the  classical  image  of  Newton  as  the 
prototype  scientist-  positivistic,  empiristic, 
verificationistic-  to  be  emulated.  Newton  the 
great  positivist,  physicist  and  promoter  of  a 
positivist  physics  getting  rid  of  religious  rami¬ 
fications  of  miracles,  occult  qualities,  revela¬ 
tion,  and  deity:  this  was  the  classical  portrait 
presented  to  many  generations  of  modern  stu¬ 
dents  of  natural  sciences  in  Western  universi¬ 
ties  by  Ernst  Mach.  The  authority  of  the  Vien¬ 
nese  positivist  physicist  Mach  and  his  well 
known  work  on  the  histoiy  of  physics  at  turn  of 
the  19th  century  especially  promoted  the  posi¬ 
tivist  image  of  Newton.1  However,  in  the  light  of 
more  recent  critical  Newton  research  it  beco¬ 
mes  clear  that  Newton,  the  man  and  his  scien¬ 
ce,  is  a  far  more  complex  appearance  than 
Mach  and  his  followers  made  us  to  believe.  The 
fact  is.  that  we  must  redraw,  reinterpret  and  re¬ 
design  Newton  s  science  in  the  context  of  reli¬ 
gion.2  This  theme  had  been  hitherto  almost  to¬ 
tally  neglected  in  the  area  of  histoiy  of  science, 
philosophy,  and  religious  studies.  The  conse¬ 
quences  of  these  new  developments  in  Newton 
studies  will  also  affect  the  interpretation  and 
meaning  of  the  scientific  revolution  in  the  West. 
There  are  signs,  such  as  the  work  of  E.A.  Burtt3 
and  Hans  Blumenberg,4  that  there  is  a  reeva¬ 
luation  of  the  significance  of  the  religious  con- 

Icf.Emst  Mach,  The  Science  of  Mechanics.  (Chicago  University 
Press, 4th  ed.,1919). 

2 See  the  instructive  work  by  Frank  Manuel.  The  Religion  of 
Isaac  Newton.  (Oxford  University  Press,  1974). 

3cf.  E.A.Burtt,  Vie  Metaphysical  Foundations  of  Modern 
Science.  (New  York:  Anchor  pb.,  Doublcday,1955). 

4I  especially  wish  to  draw  the  attention  to  the  works  by  Hans 
Blumenberg,  legitimacy  of  the  Modern  Age.  (MIT  Press,  1986): 
The  Genesis' of  the  Copernican  World  (MIT  press,  1986). 
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berg’in4  eserleri  zikredilebilir5.  Newton'un  ve 
Newtoncu  bilimin  igerisinde  buyudagu  genel  ta- 
rihi  ortami  gdrmemde  bana  yardimci  olan, 
Gzellikle  de  Richard  S.  Westfall,  I.B.  Cohen  ve 
Frank  Manvel  olmak  tizere  birgok  Newton 
uzmanina  §iikran  borgluyum6.  Tekrarlarsak,  bu 
makalenin  temel  egilimi:  Modem  zamanlarda 
bilim  ve  din  arasmdaki  ili§kinin  dnemini  kav- 
rayabilmek  igin  Newtoncu  bilim  anlayi§ini  ele 
almanin  gerekliligidir.  Zira  daha  sonralan  fizik 
olarak  adlandinlan  Newtoncu  doga  biliminin 
§ekillenmesinde,  dini  g6ru§lerin  gok  ciddi  etki- 
lerl  bulunmaktadir.  Bu,  aym  zamanda,  Bati 
dunyasindaki  bilimsel  devrimi  daha  derinleme- 
sine  degerlendirme  imkani-ni  da  bizlere  vere- 
cektir. 

Durumumu  tesbit  edebilmek  igin  Newton'un 
Anglikan  kilise  adami,  me§hur  klasik  bilimci  ve 
1700-1740  tarihlerinde  Cambridge  Oniversitesi, 
Trinity  College  Mudurii,  olan  Richard  Bentley’e 
yazdigi  mektuplara7,  Principia  Mathemati- 
ca’nin  1713  tarihli  ikinci  baskisina  eklenen  The 
General  Scholium’a  (Genel  Agiklama)  ve  bazi 
sorulara  (Queries),  Ozellikle  de  1706  tarihinde 
The  Optics'e  eklenen  31.  soruya  dayanmak- 
tayim.  Gerekli  durumlarda  da  Clarke -Leibniz’ in 
me§hur  mektupla§malanna  da  g6z  attim.  Kilise 
adami  olan  Samuel  Clarke  bu  mektuplarda  , 
Newtoncu  bilimin  "uzayin  Tann  nin  mutlak  ha- 
kimiyetinde  oldugu'yla  ilgili  temel  g6ru§iinu 
Leibniz’e  kar§i  savunmu§tu8. 

II.  TARffl!  BAGLAM 

Descartes’in  kendi  zamanindaki  bilimsel 
faaliyetlerin  felsefl  sonuglarmi  ifade  etmesin- 
den  bu  yana,  post-Karteziyen  dii§Qnurler  igin 
alemin  res  extensa  (yer  kaplayan  §ey)  ve  res 
cogitants  (d0§unen  §ey)  olarak  ikiye  bdliln- 
mesi,  yani  dualist  bir  alem  anlayi§i  temel  sorun 

^Ozclliklc  §u  9ali?malara  dikkat  gekmek  istiyorum:  Hans  Blu- 
menbcrg.  Legitimacy  of  the  Modem  Age.  (MIT  Press,  1986); 
The  Genesis  of  the  Copemican  World  (MIT  press,  1986). 

5Bkz.  Christopher  Dawson,  Religion  and  the  Rise  of  Wes¬ 
tern Culture,  (Gifford  Lectures,  1948-1949,  New  York:  Doub¬ 
leday,  1950);  aynca:  Gale  E.  Christianson,  In  the  presence  of 
the  Creator:  Isaac’Newton  and  his  Times.  (New  York:  Free 
Press,  1984). 

6Kr$.  Richard  S.Westfall,  Never  at  Rest-A  Biography  of  Isaac 
Newton  (Cambridge  University  Press,  1980);  I.B. Cohen,  The 
Newtonian  Revolution.  (Cambridge  University  Press,  1980); 
Frank  Manuel,  A  Portrait  of  Newton.  (Harvard  University 
Press,  1968). 

7Bkz.  H.Gorlac/H.CJacob,  "Bentley,  Newton  and  Providence", 
Journal  of  the  History  of  Ideas  Vol.  xxx,  1969;  R.  J.  White,  Dr. 
Bendey:  A  Study  in  Academic  Scarlet.  '(London:  Methuen, 
1965):  ve  C.  O  Brink,  English  Classical’Scholarship,  (Oxford 
University  Press.  1985)  21-40. 

®Kr$  H.G. Alexander,  The  Clarke-Leibniz  Correspondence 
(Manchester  University  Press,  1956). 


text  in  which  Newtonian  science  was  actually 
formed5.  Of  course,  I  am  indebted  to  numerous 
Newton  scholars,  especially  Richard  S.  Westfall, 
I.B.  Cohen,  and  Frank  Manuel,  who  have  helped 
me  to  see  the  general  historical  context  in  which 
Newton  and  Newtonian  science  flourished.6 
Again,  the  basic  tenor  of  the  essay  is  this:  In 
order  to  grasp  the  real  significance  of  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  science  and  religion  in  mo¬ 
dem  times,  it  is  necessary  to  assess  Newtonian 
science  in  which  theological  considerations  had 
a  considerable  impact  upon  the  formation  of  the 
science  of  nature  ,  later  known  as  physics.  This 
in  turn  will  give  us  a  deeper  appreciation  of  the 
scientific  revolution  in  the  West. 

In  order  to  make  my  case  I  have  relied  on 
Newton’s  letters  to  the  Anglican  churchman,  su¬ 
perb  classical  scholar  and  Master  of  Trinity 
College  of  Cambridge  University,  between  1700- 
1740,  Richard  Bentley7;  the  General  Scholium 
appended  to  the  second  edition  of  the  Princi¬ 
pia  Mathematica  of  1713,  and  some  of  the 
Queries,  especially  Query  31  added  to  the  Op¬ 
tics  in  1707.  And  as  deemed  necessary,  I  have 
glanced  at  the  famous  Clarke-Leibniz  corres¬ 
pondence,  in  which  the  churchman  Samuel 
Clarke  defended  basic  positions  of  Newtonian 
science  against  Leibniz  in  terms  of  space  being 
the  absolute  domain  of  God8. 


II-  HISTORICAL  CONTEXT 

Ever  since  Descartes  formulated  the  philo¬ 
sophical  consequences  of  the  scientific  activi¬ 
ties  of  his  time,  it  became  clear  that  the  most  es¬ 
sential  problem  for  post-  Cartesian  thinkers 
had  been  the  primordial  division  in  the  world: 
between  res  extensa  and  res  cogitans,  in 
short,  the  bifurcation  of  nature.  This  was  the 
most  negative  result  of  the  Cartesian  program 
of  scientific  research.  Yet,  with  the  advent  of 

instructive, Christopher  Dawson,  Religion  and  the  Rise  of 
Western  Culture .  (Gifford  Lectures,  1948-1949.  New  York: 
Doubleday,  1950);  also;  Gale  E.  Christianson,  In  the  Presence 
of  the  Creator:  Isaac  Newton  and  his  Times.  (New  York:Free 
Press,  1984). 

8cf.Richard  S.Westfall,  Never  at  Rest-A  Biography  of  Isaac 
Newton  (Cambridge  University  Press,  1980);  I.B. Cohen,  The 
Newtonian  Revolution.  (Cambridge  University  Press,  1980); 
Frank  Manuel,  A  Portrait  of  Newton ,  (Harvard  University 
Press,  1968). 

^See  H.Gorlac/H.C  Jacob,  "Bendey,  Newton  and  Providence”, 
in:  Journal  of  the  History  of  Ideas  Vol.  xxx,  1969;  RJ.  White,  Dr. 
Bentley:  A  Study  in  Academic  Scarlet.  (London:  Met¬ 
huen,  1965):  and  C.O.  Brink,  English  Classical  Scholarship. 
(Oxford  University  Press,  1985)2 1-40. 

8cf.  H.G. Alexander,  The  Clarke-Leibniz  Correspondence. 
(Manchester  University  Press,  1956). 
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olarak  ortaya  gikmi§  oluyordu.  Bu,  Karteziyen 
bilimsel  ara§tirma  programmin  en  olumsnz  so- 
nucuydu.  Ostelik  Newton’un  Principla'sim  or¬ 
taya  gikarmasiyla  Karteziyencilik  Ingiltere  ve 
Kita  Avrupasinda  g6k0$e  gegmi §ti.  Biz  post- 
modemistlerin  Karteziyencilikten  miras  aldigi 
temel  sorun,  ruh-beden  sorununa  d6n0§mti§t0. 
Gunumuz  Psikoloji,  Psikoterapi  ve  aynca  Bioki- 
myasi  konuya  egildiklerini  ileri  sQrmektedirler. 
Bununla  beraber  doga  felsefesiyle  ilgili 
g6zQmlenmemi§  bir  diger  sorun  daha  bulun- 
maktadir.  Bu  da,  Descartes  tarafindan  ser- 
bestge,  ancak  Newton  ve  Hegel  tarafindan  ciddi 
olarak  ele  ahnan  doga  ve  Tann’nm  lradesinin 
dogasiyla  ilgili  olan  sorundur.  Tann’mn  yeri 
hem  Newton  ve  hemde  Hegelin  sistemlerinde 
di§lanmayarak,  gerekli  §ekilde  ele  alinmi$tir. 
Bununla  beraber  Descartes,  Newton  ve  Hegel 
dOnemini  kapsayan  insan,  Tann  ve  doga 
ili§kileriyle  ilgili  gok  derin  bir  vurgu  degi§imi 
vardir9.  Bu  vurgu  degi§imi  Bati  medeniyetinin 
daha  sonraki  geli§mesine  damgasim  vurmu§tur. 

Bununla  beraber  baton  bu  sQrecin  kendi 
iginde  bazi  gOglOkleri  bulunmaktaydi.  Mekanik 
bir  alem  anlayi§ini  ancak  Newton  ve  1690'lann 
sonlarmdaki  Newtoncular  tasarlayabildiler. 
Ancak  Newton  ve  1 690'larin  Newtonculan  Royal 
Society  ve  Anglikan  Kilisesi’nin  resmi  kurumu 
igerisinde  bu  anlayi§i  matematiksel  ve  deneysel 
olarak  ele  alabilen  mekanik  bir  alem  anlayi§im 
tasarlayabildiler.  l§in  ilging  yam,  baton  bunlara 
ragmen,  oldukga  muhafazakar  bir  Tann  kav- 
ramini  korumalanydi.  Bu  yeni  Tann  kavrami  sa- 
dece  yeni  mekanik  doga  felsefesini 
me§rula§tirmakla  kalmiyor,  aym  zamanda 
Francis  Bacon  ve  Isaac  Newton  tarafindan 
ba§latilan  bilimsel  gelenegin  yerle§ip,  kuwet- 
lenmesine  de  yardim  ediyordu.  Robert  Boyle, 
Henry  Oldenbourg  (Royal  Society'nin  sekreteri) 
ve  Newton’un  kendisinden  tutun  da  Anglikan  Ki- 
lisesi  Newtonculanna  (Richard  Bentley,  William 
Whiston  ve  Samuel  Clarke  gibi)  kadar  hepsi  bu 
yeni  bilim  gelenegini  hem  desteklediler,  hem  de 
Anglikan  Hristiyanligimn  Tann  kavrammi  des- 
teklemek  igin  bu  yeni  bilim  gelenegini  kul- 
landilar10.  Newton  ve  Whiston'un  Arian  ve  Uni- 
taran  olmalan,  onlan  Ogul  ve  Ruhul  KudOs’sOz 

9Ki*9.  R.S. Westfall,  Science  and  Religion  in  the  17th  Centu¬ 
ry 'England,  (Michigan  University  Press, 1973);  M.  C.  Jacob. 
The  Newtonian  and  the  English  Revolution.  (Cornell  Universi¬ 
ty  Press,  1976);  aynca,  Gary  Gutting  (ed.)  Paradigms  and  Re¬ 
volutions,  (Notre  Dame  University  Press,  1980);  John  Cotting- 
ham,  (ed.and  tr.)  The  Letters''  of  Descartes,  (Oxford 
University  Press,  1981),  ve  Emil  Fackenheim,  The  Religious  Di¬ 
mension  in  Hegel’s  Thought,"  [ Toronto  University  Press, 
1970). 

10See  H.Purver,  The  Royal  Society.  (London:Routledge,1967). 
Douglas  Bush,  Science  and  English  Poetry, '  Oxford’  Universi¬ 
ty  Press,  1967). 


Newton’s  Principia,  Cartesianism  was  on  its 
decline  in  England  and  the  Continent.The  basic 
philosophical  problem  which  we  post-modems 
inherited  from  Cartesianism  was  transformed 
into  the  mind-body  problem.  Present  day  psyc¬ 
hology,  psychotherapy,  as  well  as  biochemistry, 
claim  to  take  care  of  the  matter.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  there  was  another  problem  unsolved  wit¬ 
hin  the  area  of  natural  philosophy,  which  had 
been  treated  by  Descartes  in  a  cavalier  manner, 
but  taken  seriously  by  Newton  and  Hegel,  name¬ 
ly.  the  nature  and  will  of  God.  It  was  in  Newton 
as  well  as  Hegel’s  system  that  the  status  of  God 
was  put  within  the  framework  of  their  respective 
systems,  and  not  abandoned.  Nevertheless, 
there  is  a  profound  shift  of  emphasis  in  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  Man,  God,  and  Nature  cove¬ 
ring  natural  philosophy  from  Descartes,  New¬ 
ton,  to  Hegel9.  This  shift  of  emphasis  was  to 
impose  its  stamp  upon  the  subsequent  develop¬ 
ment  of  western  civilization. 

This  whole  process,  however,  has  some 
complexity  built  into  it  For  it  was  Newton  and 
Newtonians  of  the  late  1690s,  who  were  able  to 
propose  a  mechanical  conception  of  the  world, 
treated  mathematically  and  experimentally,  wit¬ 
hin  the  official  institution  of  the  Anglican 
church  and  the  Royal  Society,  and  astonishing¬ 
ly.  were  able  to  keep  a  rather  conservative  con¬ 
ception  of  God.  This  conception  of  God  not  only 
served  to  legitimize  the  new  mechanical  natural 
philosophy,  proclaimed  by  Francis  Bacon  and 
Isaac  Newton.  From  Robert  Boyle  ,  Henry  Ol¬ 
denbourg,  the  Secretary  of  the  Royal  Society, 
and  Newton  himself,  to  the  followers  in  the  Ang¬ 
lican  church  of  Newtonianism,  such  as  Richard 
Bentley,  William  Whiston,  and  Samuel  Clarke: 
All  supported  the  new  spirit  of  science  and,  at 
the  same  time,  used  this  science  in  order  to  sup¬ 
port  the  God  of  Anglican  Christianity10.  Newton 
and  Whiston  were  Arians  or  Unitarian,  but  this 
did  not  deter  them  to  support  the  existence  and 
will  of  God,  without  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Spirit. 
The  great  adversary  of  the  scientific  as  well  as 
the  theological  community  in  England  and  the 
Continent  was  Hobbes  and  Spinoza,  respective- 

9cf.  R.S.WestfalI,  Science  and  Religion  in  the  1 7th  Century 
England.  (Michigan  University  Press,  1973);  M.C  Jacob.  The 
Newtonian  and  the  English  Revolution,  (Cornell  University 
Press,  1976):  also, Gary  Gutting  (ed.)  Paradigms  and  Revolu¬ 
tions,  (Notre  Dame  University  Press.  1980); John  Cottlngham, 
(ed.and  tr.)  The  Letters  of  Descartes,  (Oxford  University 
Press,  1981),  and  Emil  Fackenheim,  The  Religious  Dimension 
in  Hegel’s  Thought,  (Toronto  University  Press,  1970). 

10See  H.Purver,  The  Royal  Society,  (London:  Routledge,1967). 
Douglas  Bush,  Science  and  English  Poetry Oxford  Universi¬ 
ty  Press,  1967). 
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bir  Tann’mn  varligini  desteklemekten  alikoya- 
madi.  Ingiltere  ve  Avrupa’daki  bilimsel  ve  ayni 
zamanda  teolojik  toplulugun  en  buyuk  muhalif- 
leri  Hobbes  ve  Spinoza'ydi.  Cambridge'teki 
Henry  More  ve  geng  Newton'un  tesirindeki  Neo- 
Platonistler  ilkin  Karteziyen  olmalanna  rag¬ 
men,  Newton’un  kendi  geli§iminin  surecinde  bu 
durumlarini  degi§tirdiler.  Bununla  beraber  §u- 
rasmida  da  vurgulamak  istiyorum:  Bilimde  dev- 
rim  ve  dinde~muhafazakarlik  gibi  ilging  bir  dtt- 
§unce  igin  sadece  Ingiltere’de  elveri§li  bir  ortam 
vardi.  Bu  durum  gergekten  mustesnaydi  ve  sade¬ 
ce  Newton  ve  Newtoncularca  degil,  birgok  seg- 
kin  ki§inin  gabalannm  sonucuydu.  Diger  tarafta 
Napolyon'un  ordulanmn  1806'da  Jena'ya  girdigi 
ve  Hegel’in  de,  i§siz  ve  Phenomenology’nin 
musveddesi  koltugunun  altinda  oiarak,  §ehri 
terketmek  zorunda  kaldiginda  lnsan  ve 
Doga’nin  biribiriyle  olan  ili§kisi  baglaminda 
Tann’mn  yeri,  o  zamana  kadar  anla§ildigindan 
gok  daha  derin  ve  k6klil  bir  §ekilde  degi§ti. 
Buytlk  firtma  birazdan  kopmak  ilzereydi. 

Yaliniz  hikayemizde  bir  paradoks  var:  New¬ 
ton  bir  yandan  genel  oiarak  matematiksel 
yflntemi,  deneyciligi  ve  bilimsel  giri§im  sOrecini 
kurarken,  ayni  zamanda  muhafazakar  bir  sos- 
yal,  ekonomik  ve  politik  hayat  anlayi§ini  da 
tesis  etmi§ti.  Newton’un  Bentley  ve  diger  onde 
gelen  Anklikan  Kilise  liderlerince  de  dogrula- 
nann  Pantokrator’u  (her§eyi  idare  eden),  mu¬ 
hafazakar  bir  gergevede  en  devrimci  fikir  ve 
ydntemleri  birle§tirmeyi  ba§armi§tir.  Newton’un 
dtinyasinda  billm  ve  din;  politik,  toplumsal  ve 
ekonomik  baglamda  el  ele  gitmi§tir.  Newtoncu- 
luk  Angllkan  Kilise  adamlarmm  sahip  olduklan 
kurulu  liberal,  toplumsal  ve  siyasi  konumlanm 
himaye  etmi§tir.  Bdylece  Newton’un  Pantokra- 
tor'u  Tann'mn  zaferi  adina  Principa’yi  me§ru- 
la§tirma,  kilise  ve  devlette  belli  gikarlari  olan- 
larda  Newtoncu  bilime  kar§i  olumlu  bir  tavir 
meydana  getirme  gibi  birgok  i§levi  birden 
ttstleniyordu.11 

Hegel’in  konumunda  durum  bir  post-aydin- 
lanmaci  sorundu.  Kant  Kritik’lerini  tamamla- 
digmda  Napolyon'un  ordulan  -geli§me  fikri,  bi- 
lim  ve  teknoloji  ruhuyla  dopdolu  oiarak-  Avru- 
pa'mn  bQyQk  bir  bdlumOnu  hakimiyetinde  tu- 
tuyordu.  Tann'mn  rolii  ve  fonksiyonu  da  positi¬ 
vist  bir  tavirla  henttz  azledilmemi§ti.  Hegel 
insan  ve  Tann  arasmdaki  ebedi  diizeni  koru- 
maya  gali§an  devrimci  bir  dti§CinCir  oiarak  bu 
egilimlerin  farkindaydi.  Bununla  beraber  bu 

1 1  Newton'un  ilahi  duzeni  tanimlamak  i^ln  siyasi  bir  dil  kul- 
landigina  dikkat  edilmelidir:  Irade,  Gu?  ve  Hakimiyet  (Will, 
Power,  and  Dominion). 


ly.  Although  the  Cambridge  Neo-Platonists 
under  Henry  More  and  the  young  Newton  were 
Cartesians  at  first,  they  changed  their  positions 
within  the  course  of  Newton’s  own  develop- 
mentYet,  1  want  to  point  out  emphatically. only 
in  England  was  the  situation  congenial  to  a  cu¬ 
rious  idea -revolution  in  science  and  conserva¬ 
tion  in  religion.  This  situation  was  truly  unique 
and  fostered  by  unique  individuals-  not  the  least 
Newton  himself  and  the  Newtonians.  On  the 
other  hand,  by  the  time  Napoleon's  forces  ente¬ 
red  Jena  in  1806  and  Hegel  had  to  flee  the  city 
unemployed  and  supposedly  with  the  manusc¬ 
ript  of  the  Phenomenology  under  his  arm  -  the 
status  of  God  within  the  relationship  between 
Man  and  Nature  had  changed  more  profoundly 
than  had  been  realized  at  time.  The  big  storm 
was  yet  to  come. 

There  is  a  paradox  to  our  story:  Whereas 
Newton  promoted  the  mathematical  method,  ex- 
perimentalism,  and  the  scientific  enterprise  ge¬ 
nerally,  he  promoted,  at  the  same  time,  a  con¬ 
servative  image  of  the  social,  economic,  and 
political  life.  Newton’s  Pantokrator,  endorsed 
by  Bentley  and  other  prominent  Anglican 
church  leaders,  managed  to  integrate  the  most 
revolutionary  thought  process  and  methods  wit¬ 
hin  a  conservative  framework  -no  doubt  this 
operation  was  quite  an  achievement.  Science 
and  religion  went  hand  in  hand  within  the  con¬ 
text  of  the  political,  social,  and  economic  realm 
of  Newton’s  world,  Newtonians  encouraged  the 
established  liberal  Anglican  Churchmen  in 
their  own  social  and  political  enterprise.  Thus, 
Newton's  Pantokrator  took  on  several  func¬ 
tions-  to  legitimize  the  Principia  in  the  name  of 
the  glory  of  God,  and  to  foster  a  positive  attitude 
toward  Newtonian  science  by  those  who  had 
special  interests  vested  in  church  and  state11. 

In  Hegel’s  case  the  situation  was  a  post¬ 
enlightenment  matter.  Kant  had  completed  his 
Critiques  and  Napoleon’s  troops  were  covering 
a  large  part  of  Europe  imbued  with  the  idea  of 
progress  and  the  spirit  of  science  and  technolo¬ 
gy.  The  role  and  function  of  God  had  already 
been  displaced  through  a  positivist  attitude. 
Hegel  was  aware  of  these  tendencies  he  was  a 
revolutionary  thinker  who  tried,  however,  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  eternal  order  between  Man  and  God. 
However,  this  relationship  took  on  a  different 
coloring  within  his  system  of  sciences,  as  com¬ 
pared  to  Newton's  system  of  the  world.  Hegel’s 
discovery  of  the  absolute  Mind,  as  a  reconciler 

1 1  Note  that  Newton  uses  political  languages  in  order  to  desc¬ 
ribe  divinity:  Will,  Power,  and  Dominion. 
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ili§ki.  Newton  un  dilnya  sistemiyle  (g6rO§Qyle) 
kar§ila§tinldigmda,  Hegel'in  bilimler  sistemin- 
de  ayri  bir  renge  bOrOnmO^ta.  Hegel'in  sanat, 
din  ve  felsefeyi  yeniden  uzla§tiran  mutlak  zihni 
(mind)  ke§fi,  son  tahlilde  insam  tabiat  vasi- 
tasiyla  yeniden  Tann’yla  birle§tirmi§tir12. 

Newton'un  ise  Pantokrator'unu  dogrula- 
inak  igin  tabiata  ihtiyaci  yoktu.  Hegel'in  ise 
mutlak  zihin  (Mind  Absolute)  vasitasiyla  Tann 
kavrammi  ele  alabilmesi  igin  organik  butanlilga 
iginde  dogadaki  degi§meye  gergekten  ihtiyaci 
olmu§-tur.  Bu,  goklarinca  Hegel'in  Tannyla 
oynadigi  §eklinde  yanli§  olarak  anla§ilmi§tir. 
Halbuki  sadece  Tann-lnsan -Tabiat  arasmdaki 
OglO  ili§kide  zekice  bir  degi$me  meydana  gel- 
mekteydi. 

Descartes  ise,  bugQn  bilindigi  gibi,  halk  s6z 
konusu  olunca  Tann  anlayi§inda  dQrQst  degildi. 
Tannyi,  onun  di§inda  epistemolojik  olarak 
higbir§eyin  mumkun  olmadigi  durumlarda  bir 
cankurtaran  yelegi  gibi  kullanmi§tir. 

Newton  ve  Hegel  Uluhiyeti  (Deity)  ele 
alirken  daha  dOrtlsttuler.  En  azmdan  Newton’un 
Arianism'i  konusunda  gdrOldiigu  gibi  daha  dip- 
lomatiklerdi.  Bflylece  iron!  ve  paradokslarla 
karma§ik  bir  konuyu  takdim  etmek  istiyoruz: 
Insan  ve  Doga  arasmdaki  ili§kide  Tann'nin  rolu, 
fonksiyonu  ve  yeriyle  ilgili  degi$im. 

Hegel’in  Mutlak  Zihni  (Mind)  ve  Newton  un 
da  Pantakrator'u,  bir  dQnya  sistemi  ve  Wissens- 
chaf  gergevesindeki  ince  degi§imleri  anlayabil- 
mek  igin  bir  dlgut  g6revi  yapacaklardir13.  Bu¬ 
tt  unla  beraber,  insan  ve  Tann  arasmdaki  kopma 
hentiz  ne  Newton’un  sisteminde  ve  ne  de 
Hegel'in  Wissenchaft'inda  meydana  gelmemi§ti. 
Ancak  Kant  tarafindan  yeni  bir  konum  ka- 
zandinlmi§;  Marx,  Feuerbach,  Darwin  ve  Nietz¬ 
sche  tarafindan  da  bu  ili§ki  kopanlmi§ti.  Bu  an- 
lamda  konuyla  ilgili  olarak  Karl  Ldwith'in  19. 
yuzyil  Avrupa  du^uncesiyle  ilgili  degerlendirme- 
leri  dogrudun  Tann  ve  insan  arasmdaki  klasik 
duzenin  yikilmasi,  Newton  veya  bilimsel  devrim- 
ler  tarafindan  ba§latilmami§ti.  Aksine  sekQler 
bir  baglamda  olu§turulmu§  ve  teolojinin  temel 
inanglanyla  bagda§mayan  doktirinlerin  eliyle 
olmu§tur14. 

Bununla  beraber  Hegel  kendi  zamanmin 
teolojik,  felsefi  ve  aym  zamanda  bilimsel  duru- 
munu  ku§atan  en  dnemli  sorunun  farkma 

12Kr§.  Teodor  Litt,  Hegel  (Heidelbei^:  Winter  Verlag,  1953).  ve 
R.  G.  Collingwood,  The  Idea  of  Nature/  (Oxford  University 
Press,  1980,  New  England). 

13Bkz.  V.  Hdsle,  Hegel's  System.  (Hamburg:  Meiner  Verlag, 
1986). 

146zellikle  bkz.  Karl  Lowith,  From  Hegel  to  Nietzsche.  New 
York:  Doubleday,  1969),  ve  The  Meaning  of  History.  'Chicago 
University  Press,  1952),  Loren  Eiscly,  Darwins'  Centwy. 
(New  York:  Doubleday.  1965). 


of  Art,  Religion,  and  Philosophy,  also  reunited  at 
last  Man  with  God,  through  Nature12. 

Newton  did  not  need  nature  to  justify  the 
Pantokrator.  Hegel  did.  indeed,  need  the  trans¬ 
formation  of  nature  in  its  organic  whole  to  come 
to  terms  with  his  God,  through  the  Mind  Abso¬ 
lute.  This  was  mistaken  by  many  to  mean  that 
Hegel  had  played  God.  Not  so,  since  there  was  a 
subtle  shift  taking  place  between  the  triadic  re¬ 
lationship  of  God-  Man-Nature. 

Descartes  was  protective  of  his  God  in  pub¬ 
lic  dealings-  he  used  God  as  an  insurance  agent, 
just  in  case  things  might  not  work  out  epis<e^io- 
gically. 

Newton  and  Hegel  were  more  honest  in 
their  dealings  with  the  Deity,  or  at  least  more 
diplomatic  in  the  case  of  Newton's  Arianism. 
Thus,  we  want  to  present  a  complex  theme  with 
ironies  and  paradoxes  involved,  namely,  the 
shift  of  God’s  role,  function  and  status  within 
the  relationship  between  Man  and  Nature. 
Hegel's  absolute  mind  and  Newton's  Pantokra¬ 
tor  serve  as  a  leverage  to  understand  the  subtle 
shifts  within  the  framework  of  a  system  of  the 
world  and  Wissenschaft13 .  Yet,  the  actual  break 
in  the  relationship  between  Man  and  God  had 
not  occurred  in  Newton's  system,  nor  in  Hegel's 
Wissenschaft ,  but  was  relocated  by  Kant  and 
dismantled  by  Marx,  Feuerbach,  Darwin,  and 
Nietzsche:  In  this  sense  Karl  Ldwith's  assess¬ 
ment  of  19th  century  European  thought  is  cor¬ 
rect;  the  breakdown  of  the  classical  order  bet¬ 
ween  Man  and  God  was  initiated  not  by  Newton, 
or  the  scientific  revolutions,  but  by  doctrines 
proposed  in  a  secular  context  that  were  irrecon¬ 
cilable  within  basic  theological  tenets14. 

However,  Hegel  sensed  the  most  immediate 
problem  besetting  the  theological,  philosophi 
cal,  as  well  as  the  scientific  situation  of  this  his 
time:  the  bifurcation  of  nature.  In  his  so-called 
"Differenzschrift"  he  writes, 

"Bifurcation  is  the  source  of  the  need  for 
philosophy..."  G.  Lasson.ed.,  Erste  Drucks- 
chriften.  Berlin:  1928,62) 

His  long-range  aim  was  to  unify  this  bifur 
cation  in  terms  of  an  absolute  mind.  Already, 
there  is  a  tinge  of  alienation  in  Hegel,  which  is 

12cf.Teodor  Litt,  Hegel  (Heidelberg:  Winter  Verlag,  1953).  and 
R.G.  Collingwood,  The  Idea  of  Natwe,  (Oxford  University 
Press,  1980,  New  England). 

13See  V.  H6sle,  Hegel's  System.  (Hamburg:  Meiner  Verlag, 
1986). 

J4Sec  especially  Karl  Lowith,  From  Hegel  to  Nietzsche. 'New 
York:  Doubleday,  1969),  and  The  Meaning  of  History.  Chicago 
University  Press,  1952),  Loren  Eisely,  Darwins' Century 
(New  York:  Doubleday,  1965). 
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varmi§ti:  Tabiatin  ikiligi.  Differenzschrift'inde 
§6yle  diyordu: 

"Felsefeye  olan  ihtiyacm  kaynagi  (tabiatin) 
ikiligidir”  (G.Lasson.ed.  Erstc  Druckschriften. 
Berlin:  1928,  62). 

Hegel'in  uzun  vadedeki  amaci  bu  ikiligi 
mutlak  zihin  anlamida  birle§tirmekti.  Hegel’de, 
Newton  da  olmayan  bir  yabancila§ma  rengi  bu- 
lunmaktadir.  Bununla  beraber,  Principia~ve 
General  Scholim'daki  dQnya  sistemleri  arasin- 
daki  manevi  sQrtQ§me  agiktir.  Her  ikisi  de  teolo- 
ji,  felsefe  ve  din  arasmdaki  kar§ila§ma  saf- 
hasimn  dQzenlenmesindeki  etkilerinden  dolayi 
OvgQye  deger.  Descartes’in  kendi  zamanimn 
lisamyla  agik-segik  olarak  agikladigini  Newton 
matematik  kavramlarla  formQle  etmi§  ve  Hegel’e 
de  bir  gOzQm  sunabilme  gflrevi  kalmi§ti.  Fakat 
Tann  hala  atilmami§ti.  Bununla  beraber,  ikilik 
sorunu  gQstermektedir  ki,  Tanri  sorunu  Oyle 
karma§ik  bir  hale  sokulmu§tur  ki  gQnQmuzde 
bile  tamamen  bir  sonuca  ula§ilamami§tir. 

ID.  NEWTON'UN  PANTOKRATOR'U 

Newton  ahcisim  bilmedigimiz,  1690’daki  bir 
mektubunda  §6yle  yazmaktadir: 

"  Bir  Tannyia  ilgili  bilgilerimize  vahiyden 
ba§ka  yol  olmadigiyia  ilgili  g6rQ§Qnuze  gelince, 
evet  b6yle  bir  yol  dogamn  yapisidir”15. 

Newton  bu  mektubunda,  daha  sonra  R. 
Bentley'e  yazdigi  mektuplannda  da  tekrarladigi, 
Qg  kavrami  birle$tirmektedir:  Vahiy,  Uluhiyet  ve 
Doga'nin  yapisinin  sistematik  olarak  ardarda 
gelmesi.  Vahyln  sistematik  kavrammi  doga- 
nin  yapismda  agikga  g6rmek  Qnemlidir.  Ba§ka 
bir  ifadeyle,  vurgu  yapinin  sistematik  olu§u 
fikri  Qzerine  olmalidir.  Bunun,  olaylann  oldukga 
Spinoza  ci  bir  agidan,  yani  vahiy  ve  uluhiyetin 
gatinin  kaynagi  oldugu,  §eklinde  ele  alinmasiyla 
kan§tirilmamasi  gerektigini  belirtmeye  gerek 
yoktur.  Dogamn  yapisi  Tann'nin  kendisi  veya 
Uluhiyetle  kan§tinlmamaiidir.  QQnkQ  dogamn 
yapisi  matematik,  mekanik  ve  geometrinin 
simrlan  igerisinde  kavrayabilecegimlz  bir  sis- 
temdir.  Newton,  doga  felsefesinin  matematik  11- 
kelerinden  sdz  etmektedir.  Ba§ka  bir  ifade  ile, 
dQnya  sistemi  dogamn  kuwetlerini  ve  olaylanm 
kavramamizi  saglayan  matematik  ilkeler  vasita- 

15Kt?.  M.  W.  Turnbull,  ct  al.,  eds.  The  Correspondence  of  New¬ 
ton,  (Cambridge  University  Press,  1959-1977),  vol.  3,  393; 
John  Locke,  Newtonla  yaptigj  bir  tarti?manin  ardindan  §6yle 
demi§tir:  "  Newton  sadece  matematiktekl  ustahgindan  dolayi 
degil,  aym  zamanda  llahlyattaki  ba^ansi  ve  Kutsal  Kitapla  ilgili 
geni?  bllgisinden  dolayi  da  gcr9ekten  90k  degerli  bir  insandir. 
Onun  gapinda  90k  az  kJ?i  tamyorum.  Bkz.  Lord  Peter  King, 
The'Ufe  and  Letters  of  John  Lock,  (New  Edition,  London, 
1858),  p.  263. 


essentially  absent  in  Newton.  However,  the 
psychic  tension  between  the  system  of  the 
world  in  the  Principia  and  the  General  Scho¬ 
lium  in  Newton  Is  obvious.  Both  can  be  credited 
for  having  set  that  stage  of  the  confrontation 
between  theology,  philosophy,  and  science. 
What  Descartes  expressed  precisely,  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  his  time,  Newton  formulated  in  mathe¬ 
matical  terms,  while  Hegel  took  on  the  burden  of 
trying  to  offer  a  solution.  Yet,  God  was  not  dis¬ 
carded;  nevertheless,  the  bifurcation  problem 
had  shown  that  it  was  entangled  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  God,  which,  still  in  our  century,  has  not 
come  to  a  full  circle. 

m  -  NEWTON  S  PANTOKRATOR 

In  a  letter  of  the  1690s  Newton  wrote  to  an 
unknown  recipient: 

"For  there  is  no  way  without  revelation  to 
come  to  your  knowledge  of  a  Deity  but  by  the 
frame  of  nature”15. 

In  this  note  Newton  connects  three  con¬ 
cepts  which  were  reiterated  in  his  letters  to  Ric¬ 
hard  Bentley:  the  systematic  concatenation  bet¬ 
ween  Revelation,  Deity,  and  the  Frame  of 
Nature.  It  is  important  to  see  clearly  the  syste¬ 
matic  conception  of  revelation  within  the 
Frame  of  nature,  i.e.  the  emphasis  must  be  put 
upon  the  systematic  idea  of  framework.  Need¬ 
less  to  say,  this  is  not  to  be  confused  with  a 
more  Spinozistic  interpretation  of  events,  that 
revelation  and  deity  is  the  very  source  of  the  fra¬ 
mework.  The  framework  must  not  be  confused 
with  God.  or  a  Deity  itself.  For  the  framework  of 
nature  is  the  very  system  which  could  be  gras¬ 
ped  within  the  coniines  of  mathematics,  mecha¬ 
nics,  and  geometry.  Newton  speaks  of  the  mat¬ 
hematical  principles  of  natural  philosophy;  in 
other  words,  the  system  of  the  world  is  unders¬ 
tood  through  the  mathematical  principles 
which  gives  us  insight  into  the  forces  and  events 
of  nature.  Yet,  the  insight  into  these  workings 
are  through  revelation  alone.  These  subtle  dif¬ 
ferences  had  given  rise  to  much  misunderstan¬ 
ding  on  part  of  Leibniz,  as  expressed  in  the  fa¬ 
mous  Clarke-Leibniz  correspondence.  Space  is 
to  be  understood  not  as  a  sensorium  del, 
but  as  the  framework  in  which  forces  act  upon 
matter. 

l^Cf.  M.W.  Turnbull,  ct.  al.,  cds.  The  Correspondence 
of  Newton,  (Cambridge  University  Press,  1959- 1977),  vol.3, 
393;  John  Locke  said  the  following  about  Newton  after  a  dis¬ 
cussion  with  him:  "  Mr.  Newton  is  really  a  valuable  man,  not 
only  for  his  wonderful  skill  in  mathematics,  but  in  divinity  too, 
and  his  great  knowledge  in  the  Scriptures,  wherein  I  knew  few 
his  equals."  in  Lord  Peter  King,  Ttie  Life  and  Letters  of  John 
Lock,  (New  Edition,  London,  1858),  p.  263. 
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siyla  anla§ihr.  Ancak,  dogadaki  bu  i§leyi§lerle 
ilgili  kavrayi$  da  sadece  vahiy  vasitasiyladir. 
Bu  ince  aynliklar,  meghur  Clark-Leibnlz  mek- 
tupla§malannda  agiklandigi  gibi,  Leibniz 
hesabina  birgok  yanli§  anlamalara  sebep 
olmu§tur.  Uzay  bir  sensorium  olarak  degil  de, 
kuwetlerin  madde  Ozerine  etki  yaptigi  bir  yapi 
olarak  anla§ilmalidir.  Yine,  Newton  10  Aralik 
1692  tarihinde  Bentley’e  yazdigi  bir  metubunda 
teolojik  konularla  ilgili  tutumuyla  ilgili 
§Qpheleri  §0ylece  gidermektedir.  Newton’un 
"sistem"  ve  "ilkeler"  i  kullanmasmda  gok  tutarli 
olduguna  dikkat  edilmelidir: 

"Sistemimiz  hakkindaki  Kitabimi  yazdi- 
gimda  .  bir  gdzOmQ  daima  Uluhiyet’e  inanan  in- 
sanlarm  inanglanyla  uyu§acak  ilkelerde  tut- 
tum.  (Yazdiklarimm)  bu  gaye  igin  faydali 
oldugunu  gOrmenin  bana  verdigi  sevinci  ba§ka 
higbir§ey  veremez  "16.  "Doganin  yapisf’yla  ilgili 
mektubuyla  elbetteki  tutarli  olan  bu  alinti. 
birgok  yorumcu  tarafindan  Newton’un  dini 
tavnni  belirlemede  kullanilmi§tir.  Bununla  be- 
raber,  hemencecik  anla^ilmasi  gereken  sistem 
ve  ilkeler  kavramlarimn  mantiki  kullamm- 
landir.  Bu  ilkeler,  Descartes'!  ima  ederek,  felsefl 
degildirler;  belki  dogalan  matematiksel  olup, 
doganin  yapisim  ve  sistemini  agiklarlar. 

Pantokrator’a  ddnersek:  Newton,  General 
Scholiumi'da  defalarca  sistem  kavramini  vur- 
gular.  Sistemi  ve  bu  sistemin  Yaraticismi  §6yle 
tammlar: 

"GOne§,  gezegenler  ve  kuyruklu  yildizlann 
bu  muhte§em  sistemi  ancak  zek£  ve  gOg  sahibi 
bir  varligm  izni  ve  hakimiyeti  ile  olabilir.  Eger 
sabit  yildizlar  benzer  sistemlerin  merkezi  iseler, 
bunlar  da  yine  bir  varligm  izniyledir.  Hepsi 
O'nun  hakimiyeti  altindadirlar...  Bu  Varlik 
her§eyi,  dOnyamn  ruhu  olarak  degil,  belki  hepsi- 
nin  sahibi  (Rabbi)  olarak  yOnetir;  bu  hakimiye- 
tinden  dolayi  da  O,  ali§ildigi  gibi  ”  Rab  ",  "Tanri " 
’’Pantokrator"  veya  "Alemin  Rabbi"  olarak  gagi- 
nlir17 . 

BOylece  bu  alemin  hakimi  kendi  lradesiyle 
bu  dOnya  sisteminin  en  iyi  §ekilde  nasil 
gali$acagi  konusunda  en  iyi  karan  verir.  Bundan 
dolayi,  Leibniz'in  yaptigi  gibi,  Pantokrator’u  sa- 

16Kr9.  Turunbull,  Ibid,  vol  .3,  233f.  Bu  siralarada  Bentley 
1 692de  Londradakl  St.Paul  Katedralinde  verdigi  ve  atelzml 
reddeden  me^hur  konferanslanni  hazirliyordu.  Royal  Socie- 
ty’nin  klmyacisi  ve  dindar  bir  tnsan  olan  Robert  Boyle  lse 
atelst  cgilimlere  kar?i  yilltk  konferanslar  verilmestnin  finans- 
manim  saghyordu.  Samuel  Clarke  tarafindan  verilen  Boyle 
Konferanslan  Londra  toplumunda  btiyCik  etki  meydana  getlr- 
mi§ti.  Bkz.  Richard  Bentley,  Eight  Sermons  Against  Atheism. 
(London,  1693). 

17Kr?.Newton,  Principia,  Bk.HI,  (General  Scholium),  New- 
ton’s'Philosophy  of  Nature,  ed.)  H.S.  Thayer, (New  York:  Haf- 
nerPubl.  1965),  42 f. 


Again,  in  the  letter  of  December  10,  162  to  Bent¬ 
ley,  Newton  clears  doubts  as  to  his  standpoint 
in  theological  matters-  it  should  be  noted  that 
he  is  very  consistent  in  his  usage  of  "system" 
and  "principles:" 

"When  I  write  my  treatise  about  our  sys¬ 
tem,  I  had  an  eye  upon  such  principles  as 
might  work  with  considering  men  for  the  belief 
of  a  Deity;  and  nothing  can  rejoice  me  more  than 
to  find  it  useful  for  that  purpose'16. 

This  quotation;  certainly  consistent  with 
the  "frame  of  nature  "  letter,  has  been  used  by 
many  commentators  as  to  assess  Newton's  reli¬ 
gious  attitude.  Yet,  what  is  to  be  grasped  imme¬ 
diately  is  the  logical  usage  of  the  concepts  of 
system  and  principles.  The  principles,  are  not 
philosophical,  alluding  to  Descartes,  but  their 
nature  is  mathematical,  expressing  the  very  fra¬ 
mework  and  system  of  nature. 

Returning  to  the  Pantokrator:  in  the  Gene¬ 
ral  Scholium  Newton  emphasizes  the  concept 
of  system,  many  Umes  over.  He  comes  to  a  desc¬ 
ription  of  the  system  and  its  Creation: 

"This  most  beautiful  system  of  the  sun,  pla¬ 
nets,  and  comets  could  only  proceed  from  the 
counsel  and  dominion  of  an  intelligent  and  po¬ 
werful  Being.  And  if  the  fixed  stars  are  the  cen¬ 
ters  of  other  like  systems,  these,  being  formed 
by  the  like  wise  counsel,  must  be  all  subject  to 
the  dominion  of  One,...  This  Being  governs  all 
things,  not  as  the  soul  of  the  world,  but  as  Lord 
over  all;  and  on  account  of  his  dominion  he  is 
wont  be  called  "Lord  God"  Pantokrator.  or  "Uni¬ 
versal  Ruler"; . "17 

Thus,  this  universal  ruler  had  decided  by 
his  Will  to  create  this  system  of  the  world-being 
the  governor  of  the  system  in  the  sense,  that  he 
uses  wise  judgment,  as  to  how  the  system  ope¬ 
rated  best.  Therefore,  it  is  misleading,  as  Leibniz 
did,  to  speak  of  the  Pantokrator  as  a  clock 
maker  who  had  to  rewind,  repair  and  adjust  the 
clock  at  times.  On  Newton's  terms,  the  Pantok¬ 
rator  has  no  need  to  explain  himself,  for  it  is 
through  revelation,  in  terms  of  mathematical 
principles,  that  man  is  able  to  understand  the 
system  of  the  Pantokrator.  Newton  leaves  open 

16cf.  Ttininbull, Ibid, vol  .3,  233f.  At  this  time  Bentley  prepared 
his  famous  Boyle  lectures  in  1692  refuting  atheism  in 
St. Paul’s  Cathedral  in  London.  Robert  Boyle,  chemist  of  the 
Royal  Society,  and  a  pious  man.  bequeathed  the  funds  for  an¬ 
nual  Lectures  against  atheistic  tendencies.  The  Boyle  Lectu¬ 
res,  also  given  by  Samuel  Clarke,  had  great  influence  in  Lon¬ 
don  society.  See  Richard  Bentley,  Eight  Sermons  against 
Atheism.  (London,  1693). 

17cf.  Newton,  Principia.  Bk.  Ill,  (Gene  ral  Scholium),  in:  New¬ 
ton’s  Philosophy  of  Nature,  (ed.)  H.  S.  Thayer,  (New  York:  Haf- 
ner  Publ.  1965),  42f. 
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dece  arasira  saatl  kuran,  tamir  eden  ve  ayar- 
layan  bir  saatgi  olarak  dO§Onmek  yaniltici  olur. 
Newton'un  ifadesiyle  Pantokrator  kendini 
agiklamak  zorunda  degildlr.  Zira  insan  Pantok- 
rator'un  sistemini,  matematlk  ilkeler  anlaminda 
ancak  vahiy  aracihgiyla  anliyabilir.  Newton, 
spektilasyona  yol  agacagindan,  ba§ka  dQnya  si- 
sitemlerinin  imkani  sorununu  a^ik  birakir.  Bi- 
llndigi  gibi  Newton,  hipotezlerden  ho§lanma- 
maktadir18.  Newton  un  durumu  John  Lock’la  ta- 
mamen  uyu§maktadir.  Lock’un  Essay'inde  i$aret 
ettigi  gibi,  insanin  yeryOzGnde  yeterli  bir  hayat 
sQrebilmesi  igin  Tann  yeterli  olan  her§ayi  ya- 
ratmi§tir19.  Insan  bu  dQnyadaki  durumuyla  ye- 
tinmelidir.  Zira  Tann  insana  bu  dunyadaki  yete- 
nekleri  OlgGsQnde  makul  bir  hayat  sOrebilmek 
igin  yeterli  zekayi  ihsan  etmi§tir.  Bu  §ekilde  ele 
alinmca  Newton  ve  Lock’un  epistemolojileri  mu- 
tedil  ve  ayni  zamanda  da  zekicedir.  QQnkO  her 
ikisi  de  kendi  felsefl  ve  dini  varsayimlanyla  ters 
dQ§meyecek  uygun  bir  epistemoloji  tasar- 
lami§lardir. 

Newton'un  sistem  ve  ilkelerle  kar§ilikli  oy- 
namasi  Hegel’in  diyalektigine  oldukga  yakla§- 
maktadir.  Gergekten  de  Hegel'in  ilkeleri  Gznel- 
den  nesnele,  mutiak  Zihin  veya  Ruha,  diyalektik 
hareket  §eklinde  aciklanmi§tir.  Bununla  bera- 
ber,  dQnya  ve  dtinyadaki  olaylann  ilkeler  ve  sis- 
temlerle  anla§ilabilecegiyle  ilgili  temel  dG§Gnce 
ortak  bir  zemin  olu§turmakla  Hegel  ve  Newton 
bu  konuda  elbette  uyu§maktalar.  Insan,  rasyo- 
nel  olan  danyayi  ve  Tannnin  ilahi  dQzenini 
tanimak,  kavramak  ve  anlamak  igin  ilkelerini 
ke§fetmek  ve  onlan  ancak  bu  ilkeler  vasitasiyla 
ke§fedilebilen  sistemln  yapisina  uygulamalidir. 
Dairesel  bir  epistemoloji  §ekli  Hegel  ve  New- 
ton'ca  kabul  edilebilmektedir.  Bu  anlamda  her 
ikisi  de  ustdn  sistematik  da^QnQrdQr. 

Newton'un,  Principia'nm  1713  tarihli  ikin- 
ci  baskisinin  General  Scholim  una  ekledigi 
Rab  (Lord  Ruler)  olarak  Tann  veya  Pantokrator 
kavrami  Bentley'ln  sorulanna  bir  cevapti.  Ang- 
likan  Kllise  adami,  klasik  billmci  ve  Trinity  Col- 
lege'in  1700-1740  yillannda  mOdQrlQgQnQ 
yapan  Bentley,  Newton  'un  mekanik  doga  felse- 
fesini  Hristiyan  Uluhiyet  anlayi$iyla  nasil  bag- 
da$tirdigmi  ara§tirtyordu20.  Bentley  mtltevazi 

^Kr?.  Newton,  Optics.  (New  York:  Dover.  New  Edition,  1968), 
bk.  3,  Part,  I,  4041T. 

19Bkz.  Ernest  Wolf-  GAZO,  Whitehead  and  Locke's  Concept 
of  Power”.  Whitehead  and  Other  Ffoilosophers.  (ed.)  i^inde.  E. 
WOLF  GAZO,  Special  Issue,  Process  Studies,  vol.14,  1985. 
Locke'un  eplstemolojisinl  bir  "orta-seviye  bllgl'"  durumu  olarak 
adlandinyorum. 

^ORlchard  Bentley,  Newton'un  Principia' si  run  iklnci  baskisi 
h.mrlamrkcn  aktif  olarak  yardimci  olmu^tur.  1713’de  yayrn- 
lanan  bu  yenl  baskiya  aynca  General  Scholium’ da  eklenmt^  ve 
Newton'un  yerine  Roger  Cotes  tarfindan  da  milkemmel  bir 


the  questions  as  to  the  possibility  of  other  sys¬ 
tems  of  the  world;  for  this  would  lead  to  specula¬ 
tion.  As  is  well  known,  he  would  not  feign  hypot¬ 
hesis18.  Newton’s  position  agrees  with  that  of 
John  Locke  ,  who  pointed  out,  in  his  Essay,  that 
God  had  revealed  just  enough,  as  to  make  pos¬ 
sible  for  man,  to  live  an  adequate  life  on  earth19. 
Man  should  be  satisfied  with  his  position  in  the 
world,  for  God  had  given  him  sufficient  intellec¬ 
tual  equipment  in  order  to  manage  reasonably 
within  the  confines  of  his  limitation.  Put  in  this 
way.  the  epistemology  of  Locke  and  Newton  are 
modest,  but  also  shrewd,  since  they  propose  an 
adequate  epistemology  in  order  to  come  to 
terms  with  their  own  philosophical  and  theolo¬ 
gical  pre-  suppositions. 

Newton's  interplay  between  system  and 
principles  comes  quite  close  to  the  Hegelian 
dialectic.  True,  Hegel’s  principles  are  expressed 
in  terms  of  dialectical  movements,  from  the  sub¬ 
jective,  objective,  to  the  absolute  Mind  or  Spirit. 
Yet,  there  is  a  common  denominator  in  that  the 
fundamental  idea  about  the  world  and  its  events 
can  be  grasped  in  terms  of  principles  and  sys¬ 
tem  in  this  Hegel  and  Newton  certainly  agree.  In 
order  to  recognize,  apprehend  and  understand 
the  rationale  of  the  world,  the  divine  design  of 
the  Creator,  man  must  discover  principles  and 
apply  them  to  a  system  of  framework,  which,  in 
turn,  is  discovered  through  these  very  princip¬ 
les.  A  circular  type  of  epistemology  is  agreeable 
to  Hegel  and  Newton.  In  that  sense,  both  are 
supreme  systematic  thinkers. 

God,  as  Lord  Ruler,  or  Pantokrator  his  con¬ 
cept  Newton  added  to  the  appended  General 
Scholium  of  the  second  edition  of  the  Princi¬ 
pia,  in  1713,  was  a  response  to  Bentley’s  inqui¬ 
res.  Bentley,  the  Anglican  churchman,  classical 
scholar,  and  Master  of  Trinity  College  from  1700 
until  1740,  had  inquired  as  to  how  Newton’s 
mechanical  philosophy  relates  to  a  Deity  in  the 
Christian  tradition20.  Bentley  himself,  a  fine  cri- 

18cf.  Newton,  Optics.  (New  York:  Dover,  New  Edition,  1968), 
bk.  3,  Part,  I,  404  ff. 

19Sce  Ernest  Wolf-  GAZO,  Whitehead  and  Locke’s  Concept  of 
Power",  in  :  Whitehead  and  Other  Philosophers,  (ed.)  E.WOLF 
GAZO,  Special  Issue,  Process  Studies,  vol.14,  1985.  I  termed 
Locke's  epistemology  as  a  case  of  "middle-range  knowledge  ”. 

20Richard  Bentley  actively  supported  Newton  in  preparing 
the  second  edition  of  the  Principia  published  In  1713,  In  which 
the  General  Scholium  was  added,  and  arranged  for  by  Roger 
Cotes  to  write  an  excellent  introduction  find  summary  on  be¬ 
half  of  Newton.  Cotes  writes  in  his  Preface  to  Newton's  Second 
Edition :"The  business  of  true  philosophy  is  to  derive  the  natu¬ 
re  of  things  from  causes  truly  existent  and  to  inquire  after 
those  laws  on  which  the  Great  Creator  actually  chose  to  found 
this  most  beau-  tiful  Frame  of  the  World.  ...  Newton's  distin¬ 
guished  work  will  be  the  safest  protection  against  the  attacks 
of  atheist — "  Cambridge.May  12,1713. 
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bir  ele§tirmen  ve  daha  sonrada  Newton’un  bir 
dostu  ve  destekleyicisi  olarak,  Newton  'un  siste- 
minin  matematiksel  ilkelerini  bilmediginden 
Qstadma  dam§iyordu.  Bentley  1692  tarihinde 
Boyle  seminercilerinin  llki  olarak  davet  edil- 
diglnde.  Newton’la  olan  bu  dam§malarmdan  da 
istifade  ederek;  ateizm,  teizm,  Hobbisizm  ve 
imansizlara  kar§i  imani  savunuyordu.  Gergek- 
ten  de  daha  sonralan  William  Whiston  ve  Sa¬ 
muel  Clarke  tarafindan  da  verilen  Boyle  semi- 
nerleri,  devlet  ve  kilise  adamlan  Qzerinde  gok 
olumlu  etkiler  yapti.  Newton’un  tutumunun  dog- 
rulugu  ve  saglamligi,  Boyle  seminerlerinde 
ne§redildigi  §ekliyle,  Anglikan  kilise  liderleri 
arasinda  bfiyuk  bir  kabOl  g6rd0.  1690’larda  Kar- 
teziyencilik  yok  olmaya  yGz  tutum§tu.  Bu  olgu 
Kita  Avrupasi,  Ozellikle  de  Leyden  Oniversitesi 
ve  kimyaci  Boerhaave’in  kflklG  ve  agmlikli  ola¬ 
rak  Newton  tarafinda  oldugu  Holanda  igin  ge- 
gerliydi.  Bununla  beraber,  bu  durumda  kaderin 
bir  cilvesi  de  bulunmaktadir:  Bir  yfizyil  sonraki 
felsefelerce  sekuler  nedenlerle  sdmOrulecek 
olan  Newton’cu  sistem,  1690’lann  ustalari  ve 
Newton’culan  tarafindan  imam  korumak  igin 
kullamliyordu21. 

IV.  NEWTONCU  BILiM  VE  iLAHi 
ME§RUiYET 

Bu  bfllOmde  Newtoncu  bilim  §eklindeki 
(form)  modem  bilimin  Uluhiyete  inanmamaya 
ve  dinsizlige  yolagmadigiyla  ilgili  argumammizi 
savunmaya  gali§acagiz.  Dahasi,  Newton’dan 
gQnOmOze  kadar  bilimin  esas  sorununun  me§- 
ruiyyet  sorunu  oldugunu  sGyluyoruz22.  Peki  bu¬ 
nunla  ne  demek  istiyoruz? 

Newtonun  yazilannda  gflzOnfine  almmasi 
gereken  bir  aynlik  van  Bu  da  doga  biliminin,  de- 
neyciligin,  dogrulamamn  ve  man  tiki  dallann  bl- 
limsel  yGntemi  baglaminda  bir  doga  bilimini  sa- 
vunmak  ve  bir  bOtOn  olarak  bilimsel  etkinligin 
me§ruiyetidir.  Ozellikle  Descartes’in  vecizesini 
ve  programing  toptan  ve  ele§tirmeden  kabul 
eden  Qagda§  zihinler.  dogayi  ara§tirma,  incele- 
me  projesinin  btitfinQnde  dini  baglamdaki  bir 

giri?  yazilmi?tir.  Cotes,  bu  iktnci  baskimn  onsoziinde  ?oyle  dc- 
mektedir:"  Ger^ek  fclsefenln  gftrevt  §eylerin  dogalanni 
ger^ekten  varolan  nedenlerdcn  cikarmaktir.  Daha  sonrada 
Biiyilk  Yaratici’nm  bu  gtizel  dilnyanin  yapisini  uzerine  btna 
ettigi  kanunlan  ara^tirmaktir...  Newton’un  bu  mustesna  cserl 
ateist  saldmlara  kar§i  en  gdvcnilir  koruma  olacaktir."  Camb¬ 
ridge,  Mayis  12,1713. 

21  Voltaire  ve  diger  filozoflar  Newtonun  glzlni  (myth)  politik 
nedenlerle  somtirmu^lerdlr.  Bununla  beraber  Newton,  bir 
Deist  degil,  geryek  bir  milmindi.  Bkz.  Carl  Becker,  The  Heaven¬ 
ly  City  of  The  18th  Century  Philosophers.  (Cornell  University 
Press,  1975),  ve  Peter  Gay.  The  Enlightenment.  (New  York: 
knpt,  1969). 

22oinin  me^rulyetiyle  ilgili  ilgin^  bir  tarti^ma  i?in  bkz.  Peter 
L.Berger,  The  Sacred  Canopy.  (NewYork:  Doubleday,  1969)- 
Bununla  beraber  bu  tarti§manin  fazla  vurgulanan  gu<?lu  sos- 
yolojik  unsurlan  vardir. 


tic,  later  friend  and  supporter  of  Newton,  consul¬ 
ted  the  master  on  mathematical  principles  of 
his  system,  of  which  he  was  ignorant.  He  was 
chosen  as  the  first  Boyle  lecturer  in  1692,  defen¬ 
ding  the  faith  against  atheists,  theists,  Hob- 
bists,  and  infidels,  making  wise  use  of  Nevlon  s 
counsel  in  the  matter.  Indeed,  the  Boyle  lectu¬ 
res,  also  subsequently  given  by  William  Whiston 
and  Samuel  Clarke,  had  a  very  positive  influence 
on  state  and  church.  The  validity  and  solidity  of 
the  Newtonian  position  gained  wide  acceptance 
among  Anglican  church  leaders  as  promulgated 
by  the  Boyle  lectures.  In  the  1690s  Cartesia- 
nism  was  on  the  wane  -  this  is  also  true  for  the 
Continent,  especially  in  the  Netherlands,  where 
the  University  of  Leyden  and  the  chemist  Boer- 
haave  rooted  heavily  on  behalf  of  Newton.  Ho¬ 
wever.  there  is  a  certain  irony  in  the  situation: 
the  very  system  that  was  to  be  exploited  for  se¬ 
cularist  reasons  by  the  philosophies  a  century 
later,  was  used  by  the  virtuosi  and  Newtonians 
to  protect  the  faith  in  the  1690s.21 

IV  -  NEWTON’S  SCIENCE  AND  DIVINE 
LEGITIMACY 

In  this  paragraph  we  would  like  to  pursue 
our  argument  that  modem  science  in  the  form  of 
Newton  s  science  does  not  necessarily  lead  to 
irreligion  or  disbelieve  in  a  Divinity.  Further¬ 
more,  we  content  that  the  essential  problem  of 
science,  from  Newton  till  our  days  in  that  of  legi¬ 
timacy22.  What  do  we  mean  by  this? 

There  is  a  difference,  to  be  observed  in  New¬ 
ton’s  writings,  between  advocating  a  science  of 
nature  as  natural  philosophy  in  terms  of  scien¬ 
tific  method  of  experimentation,  verification, 
and  logical  ramification  and  legitimacy  of  the 
entire  scientific  enterprise.  Particularly  modern 
minds  who  have  accepted  Descartes  dicta  and 
program  wholesale  have  a  tendency  to  lose 
sight  of  the  religious  context  of  legitimation  In 
the  entire  project  of  the  inquiry  into  nature.  Suc¬ 
cinctly  put  -  if  you  do  modem  science,  then  you 
must  take  leave  of  religious  sentiment  -  this  is 
the  uncritical  reception  of  Cartesianism.  In  fact, 
we  do  know  that  for  Descartes  the  world  actually 
was  classified  into  res  cogitans  and  res  extensa ; 
yet,  the  vital  mediator  and  source  of  the  world’s 

21  Voltaire  and  the  philosophers  exploited  the  myth  of  New¬ 
ton  for  political  reasons.  Newton,  however,  was  not  a  Deist,  but 
a  true  believer.  See  Carl  Becker,  The  Heavenly  City  of  The  18th 
Century  Philosophers.  (Cornell  University  Press,  1975),  and 
Peter  Gay,  The  Enlightenment.  (New  York:  knpt,  1969). 

22see  the  interesting  discussion  on  legitimacy  of  religion  by 
Peter  L.Berger,  The  Sacred  Canopy.  (NewYork:  Doubleday, 
1969)  -  however,  his  discussion  has  strong  sociological  ele¬ 
ments  which  are  overemphasized. 
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me§ruiyetin  gdzden  gikarilmasi  egilimindeler. 
Kisaca  ifade  edersek,  eger  gagda§  bilim  yapmak 
istiyorsan,  btltfin  dini  duyarliliklanni  birakmak 
zorundasm.  l§te  Karteziyenciligin,  ele§tirilme- 
den  kabulti.  Halbuki  dfinyamn  Descartes  tara- 
findan  res  cogitans  ve  res  extensa'olarak  iki- 
ye  bdlQndQgQnO  90k  iyl  biliyoruz.  Buna  ragmen, 
Descartes  igin  dQnyanin  yapisinin  kaynagi  ve 
hayatl  araci  hala  Hnstiyanligm  Uluhiyeti  anla- 
yi§iydi.  Descartes  epistemoloji  anlayi§ini  geli§- 
tirirken,  Uluhiyeti  bilimsel  projeyle  bagda§- 
tirmada  zorluklarla  kar§ila§mi§ti.  O  da  algak 
gOnfilltlkle  Uluhiyet'i  Mahlak!  olarak  iyi  Tann" 
baglaminda  eie  aldi.  Ahlaki  olarak  iyi  bir  Tann 
kavramina  sahip  olmanin  anlami,  Onunla  ilgili 
olarak  endi§elenmemen  ve  kendi  i§ine  bak- 
mandi.  Newton  bOyle  degildi.  Newton  aktif  ola¬ 
rak  Tannsim  taklp  etti.  Newton'un  bir  bilim 
adami  olarak  Descartes  hakkindaki  flkri  gok  iyi 
degildi.  Hatta  Fransiz  dQ§QnOril  kilgamsfiyor- 
du23. 

Descartes  ahlaki.  olarak  iyi  Tanrismda, 
epistemolojik  bir  me^ruiyet  bulurken,  Newton 
ise  dQnya  sistemini,  Pantokrator  kavrami  bagla¬ 
minda  me§rula§tirmi§ti. Tek  olan  Tann;  ezeli, 
ebedi,  her  yerde  hazir,  alim-i  mutlak,  kadir-i 
mutlak,  her$eyin  yaraticisi,  hakim-i  mutlak, 
adil-i  mutlak,  mutlak  iyi  (hayr-mahz)  olup  mu- 
kaddestir”24. 

Newton  bu  satirlan  yazarken  dOrtlst  ve  cid- 
diydi.  Bunula  beraber  Descartes  igin  aym  §ey 
sflylenemez.  Ozellikle  has  dostlanna  yazdigi 
mektuplannda25.  BGylece  Newton'cu  bilim  bir 
yanda  doganin  kuwetlerini  tanimlayacak  §ekil- 
de  madde,  uzay,  zaman  ve  hareket  halindeki  ci- 
simlerle  ilgili  ciddi  bir  ydntem  yerle§tirmi§;  6te 
yandan  da  o,  ilahi  bir  baglami  varsayarak  ve 
hatta  doga  felsefesinin  matematiksel  ilkelerini 
me§rula§tirmak  igin  Bentley  tarafindan  agikla- 
ma  yapmaya  davet  edilmi§tir.  Newton  ise  Pan¬ 
tokrator  kavramiyla  cevap  vermi§tir. 

Doga  kanunlanni  veya  dogal  fenomeni  sis- 
temli  bir  §ekilde  tanimlama  ve  anlamak  igin 
karma§ik  sembolik  ve  matematiksel  bir  dil 
geli§tirme  ayn  bir  §eydir;  bunun  me§ruiyetini 
kamtlamaya  gali^ma  ise  daha  ba§ka  bir  §eydir. 
Sadece  hesaplamalar  yapan  ve  yaptiklan  he- 
saplamalann  ba$anh  oldugu  ortaya  gikinca  da 
i§lerinin  orada  bittigini  ileri  sQrenlerin  oldugu 
dogrudur.  Omegin,  uzay  gemisinin  aya,  ileride 

2 3 Newton  General  Scholium' una  Deacartes’ln  glrdap  kura- 
mim  a^ik^a  hedef  alan  bir  cflmleyle  ba$lamaktadir.  Newton 
savunalamaz  olarak  gdrdOgti  bu  kuram  l$ln  $6yle  dlyordu: 
"Girdaplar  kurami  bir  90k  zorluklan  bartndirmaktadir." 

^Kr?.  Newton.  H.  S.  Thayer.  Ibid.  66. 

25Kr?  Co tt Ingham  ,Ibld. 


framework  was  still  the  Christian  Deity  for  Des¬ 
cartes.  While  developing  his  epistemology  he 
had  his  difficulties  in  fitting  Deity  into  his  scien¬ 
tific  project  -he  benignly  handled  Divinity  in 
terms  of  a  ’morally  good  GodM.  To  entertain  a 
morally  good  God  means  you  don’t  have  a  worry 
about  him  (perhaps  her)  and  go  about  your  bu¬ 
siness.  Not  so  Newton.  Newton  actively  pursued 
his  God.  His  opinion  of  Descartes  as  a  scientist 
was  not  high-he  even  showed  a  certain  disdain 
for  the  Frenchman23. 

While  Descartes  found  an  epistemological 
legitimacy  in  his  morally  good  God,  Newton  legi¬ 
timized  his  system  of  the  world  in  terms  of  his 
Pantokrator  -"...one  God,  infinite,  eternal,  om¬ 
nipresent,  omniscient,  omnipotent,  the  Creator 
of  all  things,  most  wise,  most  just,  most  good, 
most  holy.”24 

Newton  was  honest  and  serious  when  he 
jolted  down  these  lines.  This,  however,  can't  be 
always  said  about  Descartes,  especially  in  his 
private  letters  to  friends25.  Nevertheless,  it  is 
clear  that,  on  the  one  hand,  Newton’s  science 
established  a  rigorous  methodology  to  deal  with 
matter,  space,  time,  and  bodies  in  motion,  there¬ 
by  describing  the  forces  of  nature  at  work;  on 
the  other  hand,  he  presuppose  a  divine  context 
and  was  even  challenged  by  Bentley  to  legitimi¬ 
ze  his  mathematical  principles  of  natural  philo¬ 
sophy.  Newton  responded  with  his  Pantokrator. 

It  is  one  thing  to  develop  a  sophisticated 
symbolic  and  notational  mode  of  describing  and 
apprehending  the  laws  of  nature,  or  natural 
phenomena,  in  a  systematic  fashion-it  is  quite 
another,  to  argue  for  its  legitimacy.  True,  there 
are  those  who  Just  compute  and  consider  their 
Job  completed  when  the  computation  has  tur¬ 
ned  out  to  be  successful,  i.e.  the  spaceship  lands 
on  the  moon,  or,  in  the  future  perhaps,  on  anot¬ 
her  planet  yet,  how  is  such  an  enterprise  legiti¬ 
mated?  •  N 

Clearly  in  our  so-called  ’’postmodern  condi¬ 
tion"  it  is  of  utmost  necessity  to  be  clear  about 
legitimacy26.  For  legitimacy  means  to  have  a 
well  founded,  well  formed  form  of  argument  that 

23Ncwton  starts  his  General  Scholium,  with  the  statement 
clearly  aimed  at  Descartes  vortex  theoiy,  which  he  held  to  be 
untenable:  'The  hypothesis  of  vortices  Is  pressed  with  many 
difficulties." 

^cf.Newton.  In  H.  S.  Thayer,  Ibid,  66. 

25cf.  Cottingham  ,Ibld. 

26Thc  whole  discussion  on  "LANGUAGE  GAME-RULES"  from 
Wittgenstein  to  the  Postmodernist  discourse  hinges  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  legitimacy  of  the  modem-postmodem  condition  on 
knowledge  .The  religious  context  Is  conspicuously  absent  from 
the  discourse-  see  the  excellent  anthology  edited  by  Kenneth 
Baynes ,et.al.,  After  Philosophy, (MIT  Press,  1987). 
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ba§ka  bir  gezegene,  inmesi  gibi.  Yine  de  bOyle 
bir  te§ebbGs  nasil  me§ru  olur? 

Me§ruiyet  hakkinda  agik  olmanin  dzellikle 
de  iginde  bulundugumuz  ve  Post-modernizm 
diye  adlandmlan  dOnemde  gok  zaruri  oldugu 
agiktir26.  Zira  me§ruiyet,  eldeki  bir  proje,  prog¬ 
ram  ve  nkrin  rasyonel  olarak  degerlendirilirken, 
argumanm  iyi  temellendirilmesi  ve  iyi  §ekillen- 
dirilmesi  demektlr.  Newton  bu  olgunun  farkin- 
daydi.  Ostelik,  me§ruiyet  sQreci  gagda§  bilim 
baglaminda  bir  sekfllerizm  gikaracagi  ve  bun- 
dan  dolayi  da  Tanrisiz  bir  disiplin  ve  halkm 
meydana  gelecegi  anlamina  gelmez.  Newton'cu 
bilimde  durumun  bGyle  olmadigmi  agikga  ifade 
edebiliriz. 

V.  BiR  GE<pi§  DdNEMi:  LATiN  BATI 

13.  yOzyildan  15.  yftzyila  kadarki  Hristiyan 
Latin  Bati  daki  gegi§  dflnemine  ait  olarak  devlet, 
killse  ve  Qniversite  mensuplan  arasindaki 
mticadelenin;  Roma  Katolik  Kilisesinin  teolojik 
ve  doktiriner  dogmasimn  me§ruiyetini  koruya- 
rak  yeni  bir  flzikl  ddzen  (siyasi  ve  entelektOel 
olarak)  geli§tirmenin  aci  deneylminin  ortaya 
giktigi  agiktir.  Hikaye  malum:  Avrupa  Hritiyan- 
larin,  Katoliklerin  ve  Protestanlann  birbirlerini 
bogazladiklari  1616-1640  yillannda  meydana 
gelen  30  yil  sava§lannda  gok  agir  bir  bedel 
6demi§tir.  Ancak  Mttnter  (Kuzey  Almanya)  Mec- 
lis  Salonunda  imzalanan  Westphalia  Ban§ 
Antla^masi  bu  felakete  bir  son  vermi§tir. 

Bu  tarti§manm  genel  sonucu  §u  olmu§tur: 
"toplumun  toplam  servetindeki  arti§  ve  fertlere 
dQ§en  paylarda  daha  da  artan  bir  e§itlik 
(Ag.s.XVII.) 

Yine  Newtoncu  bilimle  zirvesine  ula$an  bu 
gegi§  ddneml  doga  felsefesiyle  ilgili  olarak  Aris- 
to  ’nun  yeni  tercQme  edilmi§  eserlerinin  Papa 
Gregory  IV  tarafmdan  13  Nisan  1231  tarihinde 
me§hur  sagma  Parens  scientiarum'la  yasak- 
lam§mm  ba^langicidir27. 

Sorun  neydi?  Nigin  daha  henQz  Arapga’dan 
Latince’ye  terctlme  edilmi§  kitaplar  yasak- 
lamiyordu?  Nigin  Aristo  ’nun  doga  felsefesinin 
bazi  bOlQmlerinin  Paris’te  agiktan  okunmasi  ya- 
saklsmiyordu?  Parisli  Ogrencilerle  ele§tirel  bir 
zihne  sahip  din  adamlannda  -kl  bOtiln  Ogretim, 
ara§tirma  ve  ara§tirma  planlannm  mantikgi 
Aristoya  sadece  saygi  telkin  ettigi  dQ§tintilQrse, 
Aristo’nun  doga  felsefesine,  gok  bOyOk  bir  ilgi 

26Wittgcnsteln’dan  Postmcxicrnlst  sdyleme  kadar  " Dil-Oyun 
KuraLlcui'yla  ilgili  butun  tarti^malar  bilglnin  modem-  postmo¬ 
dern  me^ruiyet  durumu  etrafmda  ddnmektedir.  Ancak  bu 
soylemde  dtni  baglamtn  yer  almadigi  a^ikardir.  MOkemmcl  bir 
antolojl  igin  bkz.  Kenneth  Baynes,  et.aJ.,  After  Philosophy. 
(MIT  Press,  1987). 

27Bkz.  Charles  H.Haskins,  The  Rise  of  the  Universities.  (New 
York:  New  Edition,  1957),  ve  F.Wan  Stecnberghen,  Aristotle  in 
the  Latin  West.  (New  York:  New  edition,  Macmillan,  1975). 


give  a  rational  account  of  the  project,  program, 
or  idea  at  hand.  Newton  was  acutely  aware  of 
this  fact.  Moreover,  the  process  of  legitimacy 
does  not  mean  that  in  terms  of  modem  science 
a  secularism  ensues  and  thereof  a  godless  dis¬ 
cipline  or  people.  In  Newton  s  science  we  can 
clearly  study  that  this  need  not  be  the  case. 

V-  A  TRANSITIONAL  INTERLUDE:  THE 
LATIN  WEST 

In  the  transitional  period  of  the  Christian 
Latin  West,  from  the  late  13th  to  the  early  15th 
centuries,  it  becomes  clear  that  the  struggle 
among  state,  church  and  university  people  was 
the  painful  experience  of  trying  to  develop  a  new 
physical  order  (politically  and  intellectually), 
while  preserving  the  legitimacy  of  theological, 
doctrinal  dogma  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. 
The  true  story  is  well  known  -  Europe  paid  a 
heavy  price  with  the  Thirty-Years  War  (1616- 
1646)  in  which  Christians,  Catholics  and  Pro¬ 
testant,  butchered  each  other,  until  the  Peace  of 
Westphalia,  signed  in  the  city  hall  of  MQnster  (in 
northern  Germany),  put  an  end  to  this  disaster. 

The  global  result  of  this  argument  is  that”  a 
continuous  increase  in  the  general  wealth  of  so¬ 
ciety  and  a  growing  equality  of  the  shares  falling 
to  its  individual  members”  (Ibid.,  p.  XVII). 

Also,  initiating  this  transitional  period,  that 
came  to  a  climax  in  Newtonian  science,  was  the 
ban  on  the  reading  the  newly  translated  works 
by  Aristotle  in  natural  philosophy,  by  Pope  Gre¬ 
gory  IX,  on  April  13,1231,  in  the  famous  bull, 
Parens  sclent iarum2 7 .  What  was  the  problem? 
Why  ban  books  that  just  have  been  translated 
from  Arabic  into  Latin?  Why  were  parts  of  Aris¬ 
totle's  natural  philosophy  banned  from  being 
read  publicly  in  Paris?  Surely,  there  must  have 
been  keen  interest  among  the  Paris  students 
and  critically  minded  clerics  in  Aristo  ties  natu¬ 
ral  philosophy,  considering  that  almost  their 
entire  teaching  and  study  plans  revered  Aristot¬ 
le  the  logician?  Needless  to  say,  the  problem 
was  not  knowledge  -of  Aristotelian  natural  phi¬ 
losophy.  There  was  high  tension  at  the  universi¬ 
ty  of  Paris.  The  controversy  of  legitimacy  espe¬ 
cially  of  the  philosophers'  truth  was  understood 
by  Giles  of  Romes  Errors  of  the  Philosophers 
published  in  1273,  in  which  he,  ironically  borro¬ 
wed  arguments  by  non-Christian  philosophers 
such  as  Ibn  Sina,  Ibn  Rushd,  Al-Ghazali,  Al- 
Kindi,  and  even  Moses  Maimonides28.  What  were 

27See  Charles  H.Haskins, The  Rise  of  the  Universities.  (New 
York:  New  Edition.  1957),  and  F.Wan  Steenberghen,  Aristotle 
in  the  Latin  West,  (New  York:  New  edition,  Macmillan,  1975). 
28cf.  A  valuable  essay  on  the  relat  ion  between  theology  and 
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olmaliydi?  Bununla  beraber,  sorun  bir  ilgi  veya 
merak  sorunu  degil.  Aristonun  doga  felsefesinin 
bilgisinin  me§ruiyet  sorunuydu.  Paris  Oniversi- 
tesi  nde  gok  bGyGk  bir  sGrtG^me  vardi.  Ozellikle 
de  fllozoflann  dogruluguyla  llglli  me§ruiyet 
tarti$malan  Romali  Glles'in  Errors  of  The  Phi¬ 
losophers  (Fllozoflann  Hatalan)  adli  1273’de 
yayinlanan  eserl  gok  Gnemliydl.  Ilgingtir  ki. 
Giles  argumanlanni  Ibn  Slna,  lbn  RG§d,  Gazzall 
ve  hatta  Musa  b.  Meymun  gibl  Hrlstiyan  ol- 
mayan  filozoflardan  almi^tir28.  Paris  ente- 
lektGel  toplulugunun  kanmi  beynine  sigratan 
konular  nelerdi? 

Papa  John  XXI  Paris  Piskoposu  Etinne 
Tempier'i  Aristo’nun  doga  felsefesi  gevresinde 
cereyan  eden  konu  ve  tarti$malan  ara^tirmakla 
gGrevlendirdi.  Sonug  1277’nin  mahkumlyet  ka- 
ran  oldu.  Bu  karara  gGre  Aristo’nun  doga  felse¬ 
fesinin  hzerine  temellendirilen  ve  Kilise’nin  res- 
mi  konumuyla  uyu$mayan  ve  kabulG  de  mOm- 
kGn  olmayan  219  adet  varsyimi  savunan  her- 
hangl  biri  klliseden  afaroz  edilir.  Omegin  154. 
madde  $Gyle  diyordu:  "DGnyada  tek  bilge  ki$ller 
filozoflardir"29.  Bununla  beraber,  filozoflar 
GvGlGrken  teologlar  kizdinliyordu.  Ancak  teolog- 
lann  da  Piskopos  Temper'in  §ahsinda  afaroz 
etme  gGgleri  vardi.  90.  madde  ise  ikili  bir  haki- 
kati  ifade  ediyordu:  "Bir  doga  fllozofu  dGnyanin 
yaratih§inin  yeniligi  konusunu  tamamen  inkar 
etmelidir.  Zira  filozof  dogal  neden  ve  sebeplere 
inanir.  Bununla  beraber  mGmin.  doga  Gtesi  ne- 
denlere  dayandigi  igin,  dGnyanin  ezeliyetini 
inkar  edebilir"30.  Ya  da  Ibn  RG^d'Gn  var- 
sayimlanni  beyan  eden  dGnyanin  ezeliyetiyle  il- 
gili  87.  madde.  Buna  gGre  bir  ilk  Adem  olmadigi 
gibi.  bir  son  adamda  olmayacaktir.  Ancak 
dGnyada  daima  insandan  olma  bir  insan  nesli 
bulunacaktir.  Latin  Batida  fllozoflarla  teologlar 
arasindaki  sava§  devam  ediyordu. 

Hikayemiz  igin  en  Gnemli  maddeler,  34.  ve 
49.  maddelerdir.  Bunlar  Gzellikle  Gnemlidir. 
QGnkG  bu  iki  madde  sadece  Ortagag  Latin 
Bati’da  degil,  aym  zamanda  Newton  ve  zamani 

28Kr§.  llahlyat  vc  filozoflar  arasindaki  ill^kiyle  llglli  kiymctli 
bir  makale:  Ernest  A.  Moody,  "Empiricism  and  Metaphysics  In 
Medieval  Philosophy",  Philosophical  Review,  vol.  67,  1958, 
145-163. 

29Ahnti:  Edward  Grant,  Physical  Science  in  the  Middle  Ages. 
(Cambridge  Press,  1977),  p.27. 

^Ibld,  p.  27.  Klllse  otoriterlerl  Latin  Batida  daha  90k  Averroa 
olarak  billnen  Ibn  Rti^d’den  ?0phe  etmekteydiler.  Bununla  be¬ 
raber  Brabant'li  Flemish  Siger  , Parish  bir  sanat  tistadi,  lbn 
Ril^d'den  bazi  konulan  derlemt?  ve  Paris’te  "sol -k ana t  Artsto- 
culan  ’nm  sebebi  olmu§tur.  Konuyla  llgili  ilgin^  bir  ^ah^ma  i^in 
bkz.  Ernst  Bloch,  Averroes  und  die "  artstotelische  Ltnkc, 
(Frankfurt:  Suhr  Kamp,  1957);  yine  konuyla  llglli  olarak  bkz., 
John  W.  Baldwin,  The  Scholastic  Culture  of  the  Middle  Ages,  • 
(Lexington,  Mass.:  D.C.  Heath  and  co.,  1971);  Oliver  Leaman. 
An  Introduction  to  Medieval  Islamic  Philosophy,  (Cambridge 
University  Press,  1985). 


the  issues  that  brought  blood  bowling  in  the 
heads  of  the  Paris  intellectual  community? 

The  Bishop  of  Paris,  Etienne  Tempier,  was 
asked  by  pope  John  XXI  to  investigate  the  is¬ 
sues  and  controversies  surrounding  Aristotles 
natural  philosophy.  The  result  was  the  condem¬ 
nation  of  1277  that  decreed  that  anyone  would 
face  excommunication  from  the  church  who 
would  defend  the  219  propositions  as  true, 
which  were  propositions  based  upon  Aristote¬ 
lian  natural  philosophy  and  not  acceptable  and 
agreeable  to  the  officials  position  of  the  church. 
For  example,  article  154  reads  :"that  the  only 
wise  men  of  the  world  are  philosophers"29  need¬ 
less  to  say  ,the  philosophers  were  delighted,  the 
theologians  incensed,  but  the  theologians  in  the 
name  of  Bishop  Tempier  had  the  power  of  ex- 
communication.  Article  90  proposes  a  double 
truth:  "that  a  natural  philosopher  ought  to  deny 
absolutely  the  newness  of  creation  of  the  world 
because  he  depends  on  natural  causes  and  na¬ 
tural  reasons  faithful,  however,  can  deny  the 
eternity  of  the  world  because  they  depend  upon 
supernatural  causes."30  Or.  article  87  enuncia¬ 
tes  Ibn  Rushd  propositions  as  to  the  eternity  of 
the  world,  that  there  was  no  Adam  and  that 
there  will  not  be  a  last  man,  but  that  there  will 
be  always  a  generation  of  man  from  man.  The 
battle  between  the  theologians  and  the  philo¬ 
sophers  was  raging  in  the  Latin  West.  Of  great 
interest  for  our  story  are  the  articles  No.  34  and 
No.  49.  These  are  of  special  interest  because 
they  inhabit  speculation  of  two  issues  which 
were  of  great  theological  as  well  as  metaphysi¬ 
cal  importance  not  only  to  the  Medieval  Latin 
West,  but  also  to  Newton  and  his  age. 

Article  No.  34  of  the  1277  Paris  condemna¬ 
tion  reads:  That  the  first  cause  (that  is,  God) 
could  not  make  several  worlds."  And  ai  tie  le  No. 
49  has  it:  "  that  God  could  not  move  the  havens 
(sky  and  world)  with  rectilinear  motion;  and  the 
reason  is  that  a  vacuum  would  remain."31 

philosophers  In  the  l^atin  WcHt,  Ernest  A. Moody.  "Empitk  ism 
and  Metaphysic  s  in  Medieval  Philosophy, "in:  Philosophical 
Review,  vol. 67,  1958.  145-163. 

29Quated  in:  Edward  (irant.  Physical  Science  (n  the  Middle 
Ages.  (Cambridge  Press,  1977),  p.27. 

80Ibld,  p.  27.  Church  authority  was  suspicious  of  lbn 
Rushd. or  better  known  in  the  Latin  West  as  Avcrrocs;yct,  th» 
Flemish  Siger  of  Brabant,  a  Parisian  master  of  arts,  adopted 
some  issues  from  Averroes  and  actually  led  a  faction  of  "lcft- 
wtng-artstotclians"  in  Paris;  see  an  interesting  work  by  Ernst 
Bloch.  Averroes  und  die  Aristotclische  Unke,  (Frankfurt: 
SuhrKamp.1957);  also  of  contextual  relevance,  John  W.  Bald¬ 
win,  The  Scholastic  Culture  of  the  Middle  Ages,  (  Lexington, 
Mass.:D.C.  Heath  and  co.,  1971);  Oliver  Leaman,  An  Introduc¬ 
tion  to  Medieval  Islamic  Philosophy.  (Cambridge  University 
Press,  1985). 

31Cf.  Grant.  Ibid..  28. 
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igin,  teoloji  ve  metafizik  gibi  iki  konuda 
spekQlasyona  imkan  verdi-ginden,  bttyttk  flnemi 
bulunmaktaydi.  1277'nin  Paris  suglamasimn  34. 
maddesi  §6yle  diyordu:”llk  sebep  (yani  Tann) 
birkag  alemi  yapamaz”.  49.  maddesi  ise  §Oyle 
diyordu:’Tann  g6k  ve  dQnyayi  dogrusal  bir  hare- 
ketle  hareket  ettiremez.  Bunun  sebebi  ise  geride 
bo§luk  kalacagidir"31. 

Bu  iki  konu  Aristocu  fizik  kurammi  tam  kal- 
binden  vuruyordu.  Aym  §ekilde  Aristo’nun  dQn- 
ya  kurammin  ve  dQnya  -Tann  ili§kisinln  me§- 
ruiyetini  de  vuruyordu.  Newton  birden  fazla 
dttnyanin  mtimkttn  oldugu  fikrine  ve  bundan 
gikan  fizik  kuramina  da  gok  Onem  vermi§tir. 
"Belli-bir-uzakliktan  hareket”  fikri  Newton’un 
gekim  kanunun  formGlesiyle  beraber  gagda§ 
hareket  kuraminm  gok  Onemli  bir  pargasidir. 
18.yQzyildaki  bo§luk  ve  dolulukla  ilgili  tarti§ma 
gok  etkileyicidir32. 

Newton'un  hem  iiahl  zeka  tarafindan  kurul- 
mu§  goklu  bir  dtinya  sisteminin  mtimkOn 
olduguyla  ilgili  bir  kuramla,  hem  de  gekim  kanu- 
nunu  formQle  edip,  bu  suretle  "belli-bir- 
uzakliktan  hareket  ”  flkrini  savunabilirdi.  Sonug 
ne  inangsizlik,  ne  de  ateizm  sendromu  olmazdi. 
Belkide  tam  aksine,  alemin  Sahibi  olan  bQyOk 
Tann'nm  me§ruiyyetinin  saglamligi  olurdu. 
Qekim  ise,  O’nun  sabit  yildizlan  ve  dOnyasal  ha- 
reketi  yGnetme  tarzidir.  Newton  1277’nin  mad- 
delerine  gflre  mahkum  edilebilirdi.  Aksine  kendi 
doga  bilimini  yeni  bir  meslek  olan  fizik  igin 
hazirlarken,  Uluhiyete  tam  olarak  inanan 
gergek  bir  mtimin  olarak  kaldi. 

VI.  DEGERLENDERME 

Newton'un  bilimini  ve  onun  Oncesindeki  fl- 
lozoflann  ve  halefleri  olan  doga  fllozoflanmn, 
Aristo'un  flziki  ile  kar$ila$malanmn  agikga 
gOsterdigi  gibi,  bilimsel  etkinliklerle  ilgili 
tarti§malar  bilimin  yOntemiyle  ilgili  olmayip, 
belki  onun  me§ruiyetinin  temeliyle  ilgiliydi. 
Qagda§  bilim  tarihgileri,  Ozellikle  de  T.  Kuhn’un 
paradigmalar  ve  onlann  bilimsel  etkinliklerdeki 
devrimiyle  ilgili  eserinin  yayinlanmasmdan  bu 
yana,  16.  ve  17.  yQzyillarda  ba$layan  gagda§  bi¬ 
limsel  projenin  me§ruiyeti  konusunu  ele 
almi^lardir33.  Galileo'yu  da  igine  alan  tarti§ma 
aslinda  bilimsel  yOtemle  ilgili  olmayip,  teolojlk 
doktirinler  ve  dini  duyarliliklar  g6z  GnOne 

31Krg.  Grant, Ibid., 28. 

32Cok  faydah  bir  9ah?ma  i^in  bkz.  Arthur  O.  Lovcjoy,  The 
Great  Chain  of  Being,  (New  York:  Torch  book  pb.,  1968) 

33Kr?.  T.  S.  Kuhn, The  Structure  of  Scientific’' Revolutions, 
(Chicago  University  Press,  2nd  edition,  1970);diger 
mukemmel  bir  eser  i^in  ise  bkz.:  Herbert  Butterfield,  The  Ori¬ 
gins  of  Modem  Science,  (New  YorkiFree  Press,  1966), 

34Kr?.  Hans  Blumenberg,  Die  kopemikanische'Wende, 
(Frankfurt:  Suhrkamp.1967). 


These  two  issues  hit  at  the  very  heart  of 
Aristotelian  theory  of  physics  and  thereby,  also, 
at  the  basic  legitimacy  of  the  theory  of  the  world 
and  its  relation  to  God.  Newton  showed  great  in¬ 
terest  in  the  idea  of  the  possibility  of  many 
worlds,  in  terms  of  physical  theory.  The  idea  of 
an  "action-  at-a  distance”  was  an  essential  as¬ 
pect  of  the  modem  theory  of  motion  with  the 
formulation  of  Newton  s  law  of  gravitation.  The 
controversy  in  the  18th  century  between  va¬ 
cuum  versus  plenum  is  telling32. 

It  is  clear  that  Newton  could  hold  a  theory 
of  the  possibility  of  many  systems  of  the  world 
contrived  by  the  intelligence  of  Divinity  and,  at 
the  same  time,  could  formulate  his  law  of  gravi¬ 
tation,  thereby  establishing  the  notion  of  "ac- 
tion-at-a  distance”.  The  result  was  not  unbelief, 
or  atheistic  syndrome,  but,  quite  on  the  contra¬ 
ry,  a  firm  legitimacy  of  the  Great  God,  being  the 
master  of  the  universe.  Gravitation  was  His  way 
of  governing  the  fixed  stars  and  planetary  mo¬ 
tion.  Newton  would  have  been  condemned  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  1277  articles,  but,  ironically,  he 
remained  a  most  staunch  believer  in  a  Deity, 
while  preparing  his  science  of  nature  for  a  new 
modem  career  later  renamed  physics. 

VI.  DISCUSSION 

Clearly,  studying  Newton's  science  and  its 
pre-history  reaching  back  to  the  initial  confron¬ 
tation  of  the  philosophers  and  their  successors 
with  Aristotles’  "physics",  it  becomes  clear  that 
the  controversy  about  scientific  activity  is  not 
its  methods,  but  its  basis  of  legitimacy.  Modem 
historians  of  science,  especially  since  the  publi¬ 
cation  of  T.S.  Kuhn’s  work  on  paradigms  and 
their  revolutions  in  the  scientific  enterprise, 
have  actually  dealt  with  legitimacy  of  the  mo¬ 
dem  scientific  project,  initiated  in  the  16th  and 
17th  century33.  The  controversy  also  surroun¬ 
ding  Galileo  is  not  really  about  the  scientific 
method,  but  about  its  legitimacy,  in  the  face  of 
theological  doctrines  and  religious  sentiment34. 

I  hope  that  the  essay  has  shown  the  follo¬ 
wing:  that  Newton  promoted  modem  science  not 
exclusively  in  terms  of  positivistic  aims;  that 
Newton  legitimized  his  science  of  nature  in 

32Veiy  useful,  Arthur  O.  Lovejoy,  The  Great  Chain  of  Being. 
(New  York:  Torchbook  pb.,  1968) 

^cf.  T.  S.  Kuhn,  The  Structure  of  Scientific  Revolutions,  (Chica¬ 
go  University  Press,  2nd  edition,  1970):  and  the  excellent  and 
balanced  Herbert  Butterfield,  The  Origins  of  Modem  Science. 
(New  York:  Free  Press,  1966), 

34cf.  Hans  Blumenberg,  Die  opemikanische  Wende,  (Frank¬ 
furt:  Suhr-  kamp.  1967). 


JOURNAL  OF  ISLAMIC  RESEARCH  VOL:  6  NO:  4 


292 


DIN  BAGLAM!NDA  NEWTON'UN  BtLiM  ANLAYI§I 


almarak,  oniin  yasalligi  hakkindaydi34.  Makale- 
min  §u  hususlari  ortaya  koydugunu  umanm: 
Newton  gagda§  bilimi  sadece  pozitif  amaglar 
agisindan  kurmami§tir.  Newton  kendi  doga  bili- 
mini  agikga  tanimlanmi§,  dini  bir  baglamda 
me§rula§tirmi§tir.  Yine  bilimin  iddialan  ve 
me§ruiyetiyle  ilgili  konulan  gok  dikkatli  olarak 
ara§tirmaya  devam  etmeliyiz.  Ayrica  din  He 
bilim  arasinda  zorunlu  bir  gati§ma  olmayip, 
belki  insanlar  arasindaki  rakip  ve  zit  mizaglar 
arasinda  bGyle  bir  gati§ma  vardir.  Geli§imin  ge- 
lecege  dGnuk  sonuglan  §u  olmu§tur:  Gazali  filo- 
zoflari,  ispatlayamadiklan  §eylerin  bilinebile- 
cegiyle  ilgili  iddialarindan  dolayi  suglarken  pek 
de  haksiz  degildi.  Aym  §ekilde,  Gazali'nin 
yGntem  ve  teknigiyle,  baglaminin  me§ruiyetiyle 
ilgili  gok  agik  flkirleri  olmaliydi.  Onun  bunu  ya 
gGrmedigi,  ya  inkar  ettigi  veya  §a§irdigi  §eklinde 
alabiliriz.  Islam  diinyasi  igin  sonug  -ydntem  ve 
me§ruiyet  sorununda-  tumuyle  geli§kili 
olmu§tur.  Gazali’nin  doguda  gGrdtigu  i§levin 
aynisim,  Kant  Bati'da  yerine  getirmi§tir.  Ancak 
burada  bir  istisna  s6z  konusudur:  Gazali  filozof- 
lara  Islam!  sGylem  alanini  yasaklarken,  diger 
yandan  Kant  Hristiyan  teologlanni  saf  aklin 
simrlan  konusundaki  ara§tirma  kurulunun 
ciddi  duru§masindan  kovdu.  Bu  noktada  her 
ikisi  de  hataliydi.  Ancak  Newton  bilimle,  onun 
dini  baglami  arasindaki  farki  biliyordu.  Fakat 
Kant  ortaya  giktiginda,  din  ile  bilim  arasinda  - 
ydntem  ve  me§ruluk  baglammda-  bu  tur  bir 
uzla§ma  igin  gergekten  geg  kalmmi§ti.  Gazali  de 
diger  faniler  gibi  bu  dunyadan  g6g  ettiginde, 
Islam  dQnyasi  da  g6kO§  sureclne  girmi§, 
ele§tirel  dtlrtti  sdkOlilp  atilmi§ti.  Yapilmasi  ge- 
reken  §udur:  YGntemle  ilgili  yapiyi  ve  yasal 
baglamini-Bati  danyasinda  insanligin  dogal 
duyarligini  eirayan,  onun  metafiziki  temellerini 
yeniden  kurmak.  Islam  ddnyasmda  da  ele§tirel 
durtiiyu  yeniden  kurumla§tirmak.  Omit  edilir  ki 
istikbal  bir  zamanlar  bOtQn  tek  Tannli  dinlerin 
ve  insanligin  genel  dini  duyarliligmin  birle§tigi 
ve  hikmet  ve  bilgiyi  arama  adma  buyiik  bir  zafer 
doguran  deneyimi  yeniden  uyandiran  evrensel 
bir  'Tuleytula'yi”  geli§tirecektir:  Asirlar  dncesi 
Ispanya’nm  kilgilk  ve  gekici  Tuleytula’sim. 


terms  of  a  clearly  defined  religious  context;  that 
we  must  continue  to  study  more  carefully  the 
specific  issues  involved  between  the  claims  of 
science  and  its  legitimacy;  and  that  there  is  not 
necessarily  a  confrontation  between  science 
and  religion,  but  very  often  between  antagonis¬ 
tic  temperaments  between  human  beings.  The 
result  towards  future  elaboration  is;  Al-  Ghazza- 
li  was  not  totally  wrongly  condemning  the  faZa- 
sifah  for  claiming  things  to  be  known  they  could 
not  proof;  likewise,  he  should  have  had  a  clear 
view  of  the  difference  between  method  and 
technique,  and  the  legitimacy  of  its  context  -this 
we  hold,  he  either  did  not  see,  or  ignored,  or  con¬ 
fused.  The  result  for  the  Islamic  world  has  been 
ambivalence  exactly  on  the  issue  of  method  and 
legitimacy.  In  the  West,  Kant  served  the  same 
function  as  did  Al-Ghazzali  for  the  East;  yet, 
with  one  exception,  while  Ghazzali  banished  the 
falasifah  from  the  Islamic  realm  of  discourse, 
Kant  banished  the  Christian  theologians  from  a 
serious  hearing  at  his  court  of  inquiry  into  the 
limits  of  pure  reason.  On  this  point,  both  were 
wrong.  Newton  still  understood  the  difference 
between  science  and  its  context.  Yet,  by  the  time 
Kant  appeared  matters  were  almost  too  late  for 
such  a  reconciliation  between  science  and  reli¬ 
gion-method  and  legitimate  context.  By  the  time 
Al-Ghazzali  was  among  the  immortals,  the  Isla¬ 
mic  world  was  on  its  way  towards  decline-  the 
critical  instinct  was  taken.  What  needs  to  be 
done  is:  thus  to  reestablish  the  methodological 
structure  and  its  legitimate  context-  its  metap¬ 
hysical  foundation  which  seeks  out  the  natural 
sentiment  of  mankind-  in  the  Western  world;and 
the  reinstitutional  implantment  of  the  critical 
instinct  in  the  Islamic  world. Hopefully  the  futu¬ 
re  will  develop  a  universal  'ToledoM-in  which  all 
monotheistic  religious  and  the  general  religions 
sentiment  of  mankind,  join  forces  and  reawaken 
an  experiment  that  yielded  great  glory  in  the 
name  of  mankind  seeking  knowledge  and  wis¬ 
dom  -  many  centuries  ago-in  the  charming  little 
town  of  Toledo,  Spain. 
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